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September 11, 1998

Mr. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 23786
‘Washington, D.C. 200263786

Deur Mr. Stevenson:

Enclosed please find comments from Texas research and regulatory bodies on the
Department of Energy's Surplus Pl tum Disposition Draft Envir [ Impact
Statement. Those state regulatory agencies providing comments herein are tasked under a
DOE Agreesment in Principle to conduct environmental monitoring and emergency
response planning in order to ensure the protection of human health and safety in the area
surtounding the Pantex Plant near Amarillo, Texas. The comments of the Ararillo
National Resource Center for Plutonivm are also enclosed and represent the cooperative
research efforts of a consortium comprised of three major wniversity systems in Texas:
The University of Texas System, The Texas A&M University System, and Texas Tech
University.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (512) 463-1877 or email
<roger.mulder @gsc.staic.tx.us>. Thank you for the opportunity to comment

Sincerely,

fiogn Ml

ULDER
Director, Pantex Program
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MD188-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at Pantex and appreciates the community’s strong support of Pante

General Services Commission R, Decisions on _the surplus plutonium d|sp_05|t|on program at Pantex will bg
g, s T L based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national poli
(512)463-303 SsoUTVE Dtcoran and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce

its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

August 11, 1998

Mr. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C.  20026-3786

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy's Surplus

Pl ium Ii. izion Draft Envir ! Impact Staiement. Lhe State of Texas
continues to support the Department's decision to pursue a dual track approach for the
disposition of surplus plutonium. However, we believe itis in DORE' best interests Lo
proceed in a manner that ensures broad acceptance for ultimate implementation of the
dual disposition strategy.

The Stale of Texas is very proud of the work carried out at the Pantex Plant. Pantex and
its thousands of dedicated, highly trained and motivated employees have made this nation
a safer place fo live, carrying out their primary mission of assembling and disassembling
nuclcar weapons. This same skilled workforce can apply its proven production culture
and commitment to safcty to the new mission of putoninm pit disassembly and
conversion. 1

Because current and [uture personnel of this new mission will require training on ncw
procedures, Pantex has a unique safety advantage over other sites in that its workforce
will require training, not rc-training. Clearly, it is preferable to train individuals on a new
system, rather than re-train personnel who are used to older systems with outdated
procedures and reguirements.

The highly trained and motivated Pantex workforee has forged 4 stong relationship with
the Amarillo community. Its commitment to maintaining the integrity of the
chvironment, to implementing proper protocols to ensurc the safety of workers and the
lurger community. and to working closely with the local cormunity have carned Pantex
the role of a good neighbor. Panlex enjoys considerable community support and
enthusiasm for new missions.
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This support exlends beyond the local community as well. Pantex has ample resourees
through the state and through the continuing rescarch at the Amarillo National Resource
Center for Plutonium to cnsure the protection of human health and safety and the
environment.

Pantex has another advantage in that it is currently storing more (han 8,000 surplus
plutonium pits. In addition to the compelling reasons such as the excellent safety culture
and preduction cullure already existing here at Pantex, it makes sense (0 carry out pit
disassembly und plutonium conversion where the pits are alrcady located. Sclection of
Pantex for pit disassembly and conversion should ensure some expediency in carrying out
U.S. and international nonproliferation goals.

In view of Pantex's highly skilled worklurce, its sound safety and production cultures, its
existing niission of pit slorage, and the extensive support which Pantex cnjoys from the
local community and from the state, I respectfolly urge DOE to designate Pantex as the
site for pit disassembly and conversion.

Thank you for the opportunity to comient in this irmportant decision making process.

Sincerely,

P e

ROGER MULDER
Director, Pantex Program
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comments

Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium
600 South Tyler, Suite 800
Amarillo, Texas 79101
806-376-5599
806-376-5561 Fax
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Ian Scoit Hamilton, Ph.D., CHP
Texas A&M University
Department of Nuclear Engineering
College Station, TX 77843-3133

ENYIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: SECTION 4.6

Choice of Baseling Pit Conversion Process.

The pit conversion process described as a basis for EIS analyses is a batch HYDOX process. In
this process, the entire pit is converted into hydride, then a nitriding reaction is performed, and
finally an oxidizing reaction. Each is performed as a separate step, converting a batch of
plutonium from one chemical state to another. In contrast, the process described in the pit
disassembly demonstration environmental assessment (DOE 1998) has the hydriding and
nitriding steps oceurring concurrently; a batch-sized quantity of powdered, pyrepheric plutonium
hydride is never created. This has implications in the safety analysis since plutonium hydride is
more reactive in air than plutonium nitride. Since batch quantities of pyropheric plutonium
hydride powder are not mentioned in the FIS, spme question remains as to the process actually
assumed for the EIS analyses.

Few Point Estimates of Accident Fr

e |

The SDPEIS presented point estimates of accident frequencies. Consequences to the public are
multiplied by the associaled frequencies to oblain estimales of societal risk. The draft SPDEIS
(note: SP not SD) gives only broad ranges for most accident frequencies. Best point estimates of
accident frequencies should be made, and societal risks caleulated. This would providc a basis
on which to compare risks from proposed facilities to those from existing facilities, as well as
providing a basis to compere (he risks from dilferent siting decisions. The draft SPDEIS states
that frequencies are reported only as broad frequency bins, since estimates of highly unlikely
events can be on the order of several orders of magnitude. It is assumed that the draft SPDEIS is
stating that the uncertainty associated with some frequency estimates is on the order of several
orders of magnitude. The EIS conti on and states that consequence metrics have been
preserved as the primary accident analysis results, with aceident frequencies identified
qualitatively, to provide a perspective on risk without implying an unjustified leve! of precision.

Risk is the product of frequency and consequence. Presenting only a consequence with a very
broad [requency range does not provide a perspective on risk. Additionally, since the purpose of
the EIS is to aid in selecting sites based on relative characteristics, absolite precision is less
important than consistent analysis for different sites and disposition options. Blurring the
frequency o a broad range, instead of presenting best point estimates consistent with other
documentatien, prevents risks from each site from being compared. An incorrect conclusion
concerning the desirability of one site over another may occur due to the practice adopted in the
EIS. Other environmental reports and safety analyses present point estimates for frequencies; the
FIS shonld also.

MD188-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The accident scenarios evaluated in this SPD EIS are based on the HYDQX
process described in Section 2.4.1.2. A detailed discussion of the accidgnt

scenarios, methodology, and assumptions for the pit conversion facility i
presented in Appendix K.1.5.2.1. These scenarios and assumptions are ba|
on information provided in thBit Disassembly and Conversion Facility
Environmental Impact Statement Data Repddtsne 1998) for each of
the candidate sites. These reports are referenced in Chapter 2 (Molume
of this EIS.

MD188-3 Facility Accidents

It is true that risk is the product of frequency and consequence. Howevg
the decision to report frequencies in terms of a range does not preve
risks from each site from being compared. Instead, it recognizes th
uncertainty (or range of uncertainty) in the frequency estimates. This i
consistent with the guidance Recommendations for the Preparation of
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statemen
(DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993). Results are presented in
such a way that risk differences shown in the results among alternative
reflect real, physical differences as opposed to definitional or
methodological differences. Frequency differences arise primarily (1) whe
frequency estimates are different enough to warrant different risk categorie
and (2) in the frequency of aircraft crashes. Pantex is the only site bein
considered where the aircraft crash frequency is greater thdi09,.thereby
warranting a quantitative analysis. With respect to consequences, a grg
deal of effort has been made by DOE to develop a consistent method
source term estimation, as documenteriborne Release Fractions/Rates
and Respirable Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities
(DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994). The differences among sites for
meteorology and population characteristics also have a clear and supporta
physical basis.
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Storage Quantity of Plutomium Qxide Powder (probably thc most important issue
for the Panhandle, now)

The produet of the ITYDOX process is plutonium oxide powder. Storage issues were not
addressed in the SDPEIS (1 believe that the first 'S' stands for storage?). Due (o the much greater
hazard posed by plutonium oxide powder, as compared to the solid metal pit, Texas Repott 1
contained the assumption that ten storage magazines would each contain 100 kg of plutonium
oxide powder, for a total of 1,000 kg stored on site (but in locations external 1o the pit conversicn
facility). The draft SPI)EIS reveals DOF. plans to stare 4,000 kg of plutonium oxide powder in
the pit disassembly building vault, and 10,000 kg in the MOX facility storage vault. Itis not
clear if these inventories correspond to maximum design capacities of the vaults. Two initiators
in the EIS (MCL and aircrafl crash) have potentially large respirable releases associated with the
starage vaults. DOE stated at the public meeting that they would definitely use the conversion
process to a Pu0, endpoint rather than just a Pu metal endpoint with a declassified shape.
Therefore, this is the place that needs to be given the greatest consideration; the amount of
powder stored directly alfects the amount of matenial al risk for socistal nsk and agocultural
impact characterization. That i3, inhalarion of plutenium is the mast hazardous route of intake
into the body. The committed effective dose equivalent resulting from inhalation of a given
amount of plutenium is about 200 times that resulting from ingestion [5.0 x-05 Sv/Bq
(absorption type M, Pu-239, Table 5.29 3(b) of ICRP 71, adult} divided by 2.5 X-07 Sv/Bq
{adult, Pu-239, Table C-10.2 of ICRP 67)]. Processes and storage options that increase the
amount of respirable material available for dispersal must be adopted cauticusly, since the
material is in a physical form that is ensily inhaled if an accident should occur. Aircraft impact
ARF and RF values.

The Draft SPDEIS Presents Less Conservative ARF and RF Values,

On the basis of limited data concerning particle sizes, an arithmetic average ol the particle sizes
resulting from ten trials is taken {a reference document, Mishima et. al., is so new that we don't
have it and it is used for the basis of this calculation). Variation in the fraction of powder less
Lhan 10 microns AED varies by four orders of magnitude. Since process details are still being
developed, it would seem prudent o seleet a bounding value. Instead, an average is taken,
resulting in a ten-fold reduction in apparent consequences and risks. This is not conservative,
especially considering the developmental nature of the process. It is also not consistent with the
Pantex Zone 4 FSAR und other safety documents that typically take bounding values, rather than
typical valucs. Exclusion of seismic events beyond DBEs.  As in the SDPEIS, there appears o
be confusion concerning credible accidents and design basis accidents in the draft SPDEIS. The
premise that credible earthquakes are only those with frequencies greater than 1 in 10,000 is
inconsistent with other DOF safety analyses and standards. For example, DOE-STD-1023
differentiates between the maximum credible carthquake (MCE) and design basis earthquake for
& site. The MCE is more severe than a design basis earthquake, but still credible. Effects from
credible earthquakes greater than the design basis earlhquake are considered in the Rocky Flats
Building 707 environmental assessment and the Pantex Zone 4 FSAR.

MD188-4 Facility Accidents

The inhalation of respirable plutonium from a plutonium dioxide powder
release is of primary significance to doses resulting from accidents. Th
SPD EIS accident analyses recognized this and developed source terr
conservatively by focusing on powder process areas appropriate to th
characterization of bounding scenarios. The assumed quantities of plutoniu
dioxide powder in storage at the time of accident initiation are anticipated
administrative maximum quantities, and are therefore conservative.

&8 mniuoin|d snidins

MD188-5 Facility Accidents

As recommended by the commentor, and consistent with
DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Appendix K.1.5.1 was revised to reflect the use of
a respirable fraction of 0.2 for aircraft debris impact into plutonium dioxide
powder. This SPD EIS does not exclude seismic events beyond the desig
basis earthquake. In fact, a beyond-design-basis earthquake was specificg
postulated to account for the fact that ground motions in the extremely
unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely range (i.e., in the range of 1:0xil0

1.0x10" per year) could be significantly larger than ground motions from a
design basis earthquake, which has a defined annual frequency of‘5.0x1
(1.0x1G*at LLNL, since itis near a tectonic plate boundary). Appendix K.1.5.1
states that the magnitude of potential earthquakes with return periods grea
than 10,000 years is highly uncertain. For purposes of this EIS, it was assum
that at all the candidate sites, earthquakes with return periods in th
100,000-to 10-million-year range might result in sufficient ground motion to
cause major damage to even a modern, well-engineered, and well-construct
surplus plutonium disposition facility.
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‘Worker Doses Calculated at a Distance of 1,000M

Most other safcty analyses calculate non involved worker dose at 100 m, Transportation
(Appendix L} uses distances of 100 m (neutral meteorology) and 90 m (stable meteoralogy) for
the maximally exposed individual for aceidents. In the EIS, it is unclear why doses can be
calculated at distances of a footbalt field for transportation accidents, yet not for onsite accidents.
Qbviously, at the Pantex Plant, there are many non involved workers within ien football fields of
the facility. Poses to workers would, in general, be much higher at 100 m than at 1,000 m.

HEPA Filter Integrity

HEPA filter efficiencies of 0.999 and 0.99 were assumed during accidents. Lhe resulling leak
path factor (LPF) is 1.0x10-5, twenty times the value used in the SDFEIS (2 x10-6). Thc EIS
values ate closer to cfficiencics of 0.99 and 0.995 recommended in recent literature.

Much lower efficiencies may result when filters are challenged by pressure pulsces (cven those
less than the amount needed to darmage the filter may result in much lower efficiency), wetting,
or aging. Turther analysis requires more details of the proposed design. The chances that the
system will perferm during an accident are enhanced if there is redundancy. The consequences
of many aceidents became very severe if the HEPA filters arc damaged or degraded significantly
in filtration cfficicncy. Careful design and construction is essential to ensure the integrity of the
filters.

DNifferent Accident Suite

Some of the accident scenarios presented in the SDPEIS are ne longer considered in the draft
SPDEIS. These include the dock fire and oxyacetylenc cxplosion scenarios. These accidents
were the most risk-significant in the SDPEIS and in our assessment. It would be nice to see a
qualification as to DOE's commitment to reduce overall risk by "proceduralizing out" the latier
hazard, rather than leaving one to wonder if it was an oversight or omission. The former hazard
is duly cxplained by the newer design information, as long as they aren't going to leave material
sitting out prior to shipment - perhaps another procedural qualifier would be good.

REFERENCES

(DOE 19%6) U.S. Deparunent of Energy. Storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials final programmatic environmental impact statement. Washington, DC: U.S,
Department of Lnergy, DOE/EIS0229; 1996.

(DOE 1998) Pit disassembly and conversion demenstralion environmental assessment and
rescarch and development activities, Preapproval review, DOE/EA-1207-D, May 1998,

Phone: (409) 845-8101
Fax: (409) 845.6443
e-mail: ian@trinity tamu.edu

MD188-6 Facility Accidents

In general, it is true that doses would be higher at 100 m (330 ft) than
1,000 m (3,281 ft). This trend is acknowledged in Appendix K.1.4.1, whic
states that a worker closer than 1,000 m (3,281 ft) to the accident woul
generally receive a higher dose; a worker farther away, a lower dosg.
However, this trend is not absolute; for an elevated release (which many of
the releases evaluated in this SPD EIS are), doses tend to decrease clgser
to the release point because the plume is above the receptor. Also,
ground-level releases from an existing building, the chaotic nature o
building wake effects makes estimates of doses highly uncertain fo
distances less than approximately 100 to 200 m (330 to 656 ft). DO
acknowledges that doses to some workers may be higher than those estimgted
for the maximally exposed worker at 1,000 m (3,281 ft). However, ther
is no fixed distance at which doses to workers are maximized. Thus,
reference distance must be picked as a point of comparison amorg
alternatives. This EIS selected 1,000 m (3,281 ft) (or the site boundary,
less than 1,000 m [3,281 ft] away) as reasonable, based on its use in
Storage and Disposition PEISA distance of 100 m (330 ft) is used in

because it is assumed that the public is in the immediate vicinity of th¢
accident (public roads). It is also technically feasible because th S
transportation accident is assumed to be a ground-level, nonbouyant rele
and there are no significant wake effects at 100 m (330 ft) due to the bulks
of the trailer.

MD188-7 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the importance of HEPA filter effectiveness in mitigatin
accident consequences. For the purposes of the accident analysis in t
SPD EIS, only two of the three stages of HEPA filters are assumed to wo
during all the design basis accidents. For such accidents, the two stages
assumed to have a combined efficiency of 99.999 percent. One maj
consideration in the development of the beyond-design-basis acciden
analyzed in this SPD EIS was the need to characterize consequencesin c
where the building HEPA filtration fails. The beyond-design-basis seismi
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event assumes that building HEPA filtration is altogether unavailable; the
beyond-design-basis fire also assumes that HEPA filtration is unavailablg
due to clogging of the HEPA filters from smoke or wetting. The statement is
incorrect that the HEPA filter leakpath factor in this EIS is 20 times the
corresponding factor in thBtorage and Disposition PEIS is 5 times
greater. As discussed in Appendix K.1.5.1, Accident Scenario Consistency
the value of 1.0xI®was selected as the more conservative of the valueq
supplied in the data reports.

MD188-8 Facility Accidents

Appendix K was revised to show that the suite of generic accidents in th
Storage and Disposition PEWMas considered in the analysis of accidents
for this SPD EIS. However, the more detailed design information in the

surplus plutonium disposition data reports was the primary basis for th¢

identification of accidents because that information most accurately
represents the expected facility configuration. Accidents such as the fir
on the loading dock and the oxyacetylene explosion in a process cell we
deemed to be unsupported by this information, so were not included i
this EIS.
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Randy Charbeneau, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Austin
Center for Research In Water Resources
Austin, TX 78712

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: SECTION 4.6

The results presented in this seclion are reasonable and show that the facility would not posc
unreasanable risk. T did not compare specific values for Pantex vs. Savannah River, but I also
did not sce dircet biases

MD188-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks regarding risk. As discussgd
in Section 4.6.2.6, transportation activities that would result from the]
implementation of Alternative 4A would pose no significant risk to human
health or the environment at Pantex. Information required for detailed
evaluation of environmental impacts is provided in the references fo
Chapter 4 of @lume land in Appendixes F through M.

MD188-10 Transportation

The GE Nuclear facility in Wilmington, North Carolina, was used for the
purpose of determining the potential impacts of the conversion of uranium
hexafluoride to uranium dioxide as part of the surplus plutonium dispositior]
program. The radiological risks of shipping uranium dioxide would likely

be minor, and would contribute little to the total risk of any alternative. Theg
nonradiological risks (traffic-accident- and vehicle-related air pollution)

are generally proportional to the distance driven. Appendix L was revisegl
to include the impacts associated with shipping MOX fuel to the Catawba
McGuire, and North Anna reactors. This SPD EIS no longer includes &
generic distance from the MOX facility to a reactor. As shown in Table L-3,
the cumulative transportation distance for all MOX alternatives would be
over 3.6 million km (2.2 million mi). Changing the location of the uranium

dioxide conversion facility would affect the impacts by less than 10 percent
Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts

operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
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Dr. James C. Rock

Texas Oceupational Health and Safety Institute
Texas A&M University

College Station, TX 77843

COMMENTS PROVIDED AT DOE PUBLIC HEARING ABOUT THE SURPLUS
PLUTONIUM

Good Evening: My name is James C. Rock. [ am President of the American Indusirial Hygiene
Association, the world's larpest association of oceupational and environmental health
professionals. Our members play an important role on the front line of worker health and safcty.
AIHA is the most diverse professional association dedicated solcly to the provention of
workplace fatalities, injuries and illnesses. One of our goals is te bring "good science” and the
benefits of our workplace experience fo the public policy process. [ fully support he public
disclosure resulting from the DOE Environmental Impact Assessment Policies. 1 define
industrial hygiene as the profession dedicated to insuring safe and healthful use of necessary
hazardous materials and necessary hazardous processes. By this definition, if something is not
necessary, we should choose a less hazardous replacement. 161l 1s necessary, we should use it in
a safe and healthful manner. In the instant case, we have Pluronium in storage at Pantex, so it is
necessary to work with it. 1 want to make three points here tenight.

Firgt-.a blue rihhon narel of e S B_R%ii. by the Natinnat Arademy af Science has determined
> el ry

MD188-11

DOE is interested in converting plutonium pits and plutonium metal to an
oxide because an oxide is more stable and is further removed from usabilif
in a nuclear weapon.

Immobilization

MD188-12 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s position regarding the safe handlin
of hazardous materials.

MD188-13 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s appreciation of this SPD EIS.

MD188-14

To understand the commentor’s concerns, an additional gageoying
Aircraft Accident Forecasting for an Integrated Plutonium Storage
Facility [ANRCP-1998-6, June 1998]) by Dr. Rock, Dr. McNerney,
Ms. Kiffe, and Ms. Turen was reviewed. DOE disagrees with the conclusion
of the paper that a two-thirds reduction of crash frequency due to in-fligh
operations is appropriate because the details of the calculation in this El
are not accurately represented in the paper. In any event, a frequency
1.0x10" per year is still in the same qualitative category as that of an aircraf
crash at Pantex in this SPD EIS, and the frequency specification of “beyon
extremely unlikely” would remain unchanged.

Facility Accidents

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associa
with the various alternatives. A separate cost re@mst Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniun
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific
cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the sar
time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and Fhetonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen

(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse$

associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web sit
at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.
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Analysis," ANRCP 1998 Researchers' Conferenee Proceedings.) Proper application of this
principle will show, I believe, that the aitcraft accident risk at Pantex is no highor than at
Savahana River. My colleague, Dr Mike McNemey of the University of Texas Transportation
Research Cenler, is nearly finished analyzing # one year record of all airerafl operations tracked
by the RAMS radar data acquisition system in the Amarillo Airspace. That data should be the
source data for the final EIS. Second, in life cycle cost exercises such as those identified in the
deaft EIS, it is important to consider all costs, It is an unavoidable fact of life that cleunup of
existing contarmination i3 paid for from operational budgets in government agencies as well as in
industry. Therefore, please include the present value of deferred cleanup costs at Savannah River
when you revise the draft EIS. The economic analysis should show lower costs for conversion at
Paniex because it will not have to add the averhead costs of deferred cleanup that must he added
at Savannah River.

I want to tell you all haw proud I am tonight to be an American. [ am proud to be part of this
public meeting that allows each of us to present facts and to ask questions that will help insure
the best possible decision as we, together, move forward in the larger goal of nuclear
disarmament of the human race. Let me reflect briefly o some comments we have heard today.

Many of (hese comments have portraved DOE in very had light. Same citizens seem to believe
that DOE has no concern for safety, health or the cnvironment. Though it has many blemishes
on its records and has by its past actions eamed some title to such criticism, there is a bright side
to the story, a side that hasn't been told here today. From the beginning of ihe nuclear weapons
program in agencies that predate the DOE, concern for safety was very high. Laboratory Safery
hoods and glove boxes were both invented to protect workers from the hazards of toxic and
radioactive materials essential to our nuclear weapon's program. These are now essential
components of modern chemical, pharmaceutical and semiconductor industries. High efficiency
particulate filters, the HEPA filters, were invented in our national laboratorics. Without these
filters we would not be able to manufacture modern semiconductor devices and many other high
technology products. Modern industrial respirators are based on research conducted since the
late 1960s at Los Alamos National Laboratories. Their work was so singular, that our National
Institute of Occupational Safety and Health contracted with LANL for their fundamental
respiratory protection research needs. We have also heard today about the health hazards
assoclated with Beryllium with some allegations sounding as if its only use 1s in nuclear
weapaons. The truth is that our knowledge of Berylliosis comes from three sources. 1t is used in
the nuclear industrics where its low density and high neutron ¢ross scetion are essential, is nsed
in electronic industries where its high electrical and thermal conductivity are essential, and it is
used in the acrospace industries where its high strength to weight ratio is essential. For those
who want more information, may I sugpest an excellent book: Beryllium, Biomedical and
Environmental Aspects. Rossman, M.D., O.P. Preuss, M.B. Powers, eds. Williams & Wilkins,
MD 1991,

In conclusion, it is a fruism in academia that true synthesis comes only when thesis collides with
antithesis. Today, [ am hearing dialogue between concerned citizens and representatives of our
government, [ leave this microphone confident that better solutions for the nation will come
from this meeting. Truly, together we can progress faster and more safely than we could by
waorking alone or by working in destructive oppasition. Thank you, Mr Chairman, [er allowing
me to speak today.

14

15

MD188-15

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning DOE’s public imagg,

technical innovations, and various applications for beryllium.

Other
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Specification of * can-in-canister” immobilization as a preferred alternative.

DQE is proposing “‘can-in-canister” immobilization as its preferred alternative for
immobilization. Howaver, the DOE’s own reports'? indicate that “can-in-canister™
immobilization does not currently meet the Spent Fuel Standard for long-term nonproliferation
resistance. The United States must deploy an effective, accepted pluteniwin disposition
technology or technologies if it wants to encourage intemational support for plutonium
disposition. Duke expects that concutrent action on the part of Russia to dispose of its surplus
plutonium will be predicated on the disposition of United States material in a manmer that
provides high confidence in its resistance to theft, diversion, or re-use.

Recommendarions:

1. DOCE should consider only those alternatives that meet the Spent Fue! Standard [i.c.,
mixed oxide (MOX) fuel and homogencous immobilization] as preferred alternatives.

2. 1f the DOL pursues deployment of “can-in-canister” immobilization, the DOE should

explain how it will demonstraie, in an open, objeclive, and peer-reviewed process, that
the “can-in-canister™ plutonium disposition approach will meet this fundamental
program requirement - the Spent Fuel Standard.

Quantitics of plmtonium idered in the EIS for disposal using the two approaches.

The draft EIS states, "Since the ROD was issued, however, DOE has determined that an
additional 9 tonnes of low plutonium content materials would require additional processing and
would, therefore, be unsuitable for MOX fuel fabrication." DOE alternatives include disposing
ol amaximum of 33 tannes of plutonium as MOX fuel, while the alternatives include
immobilizing 50 tonncs of surplus plutonium.

DOE has never provided justification that any surplus plutonium is not snitable for MOX use,
The DOE has not explained what form this “unsuitable” plutonium is in. The technology
descriptions in the draft EIS make it clear that various kinds of processing will be used in the
Cenversion and Immobiliration Facility. [t would appear to be possible that some of this
processing would render material that is suitable for fabrication into MOX fuel. Finally, the
DOL has specified no requirements that the plutonium destined for either MOX fuel or
immobilization must satisfy. Therefore, it seems very unlikely that there is any technical basis
for any decision about quantities of plutonium that are suitable or unsuitable for either option.

Recommendation:

Given the lack of justification for any decision about quantities of material for the two options,
DOE should include the evahuation of a 100% (50 tonnc) MOX fucl alternative in the SPD EIS.
This is the only way to preserve all appropriate options until the time that the DOE can make a
technically defensible evaluation and decision vn the allovation of material 1o (he two plutonium
disposition approaches.

' Sandia National Laboratorics, SAND97-8203 - Proliferation Yulnerability Red Team Report, October 1996

* V., 8. Department of Energy, DOE/NN-0007 - Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable
Fissiic Matcrial Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives, January 1997

7
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MD188-16 DOE Policy

In theNonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usabld
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of the
immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard. These liabilitie
involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and removal-resistant
can-in-canister designs. Since that time, DOE has modified the can suppd
structure inside the canisters and has focused its research on the cerai
form of immobilization. As part of the form evaluation process, an
independent panel of experts determiné@t{er Report of the
Immobilization Technology Peer Review Parfieim Matthew Bunn to
Stephen Cochran, LLNL, August 21, 1997) that the can-in-canister desighp
would meet the Spent Fuel Standard. In addition, NAS is currently conductin
studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic can-in-canister immobilization
approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard. DOE is confident th
immobilization remains a viable alternative for meeting the nonproliferation
goals of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

o7
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MD188-17 Feedstock

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages (
implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further
it sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination tp
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manngr
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

>
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DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus plutoniunj
and determined in th8torage and Disposition PEROD that about 8 t

(9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in making MOX fuel.
Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) for a total of 17
(19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical and isotopic compositions that
it is more reasonable to immobilize these materials and avert the processing
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complexity that would be added if these materials were made into MOX fuel.
The criteria used in this identification included the level of impurities,
processing requirements, and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specificationg.

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is

It i$ not clear that using the FFTF to destroy nuclear weapons material (plutonium) would be not considered a reasonable alternative at this time.

acceptable to the international community if, at the same time, the facility was producing another

kind of miclear Weapons materal (ricium) " While it is possible to use impure plutonium in MOX fuel, the incremental

Recommendafion: burden to do so is unnecessary and complicates the MOX approach. |A

In discussing the use of the FFTF for a combined plutonium disposition and tritium production L .

mission, DOE should acknowledge that there is & Significant nonproliferation issue associated d_escr|pt_|on of the types ar_1d amounts _of plutonu_Jm curre_ntly planned fo

with such a course of action. disposition can be found iReed Materials Planning Basis for Surplus

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). Weapons-Usable Plutonium DispositidaD-0013, April 1997).

‘The appendix states "If it were determined that MOX fuel (rather than uranium-only fuel) were .

needed for the FFTF operations, the MOX fuel fabrication alternatives may be eliminated, MD188-18 DOE Policy

depending on the amount of surplus plutonium that weuld be required for tritium produetion.” . . . 3

However, it is our understanding that the capability to fabricate signifieant quantities of MOX As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the

fuel for the FFTF does not currently exist withia the DOE comples. 19 proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium s

Recommendation: afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF|F

DOE should acknowledge thal use of the FFTF with plutonium fuel in this manner would require H H e

the design and construetion of a MOX fuel fahrication facility for the FETF fuel. It is the light would not play arolein prOdUCIng triium.

water reactor irradiation of MOX fuel that might be eliminated by such a course of action.

Hot cell examinations of irradiated lead nssembly fuel. MD188-19 DOE Policy

The environmental impacts in the draft EIS do not appear to include those impacts associated As discussed in Section 174; Append|x D was deleted because none of the

mﬂ:] got cell cxmli)']’ﬂtfion; I parcular, there i no alchlﬁlfffetmem hat the gﬂ‘l““ﬁfml“ﬁtcs proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium @g,
‘ b i i t el that resulls from destructive ho . . ..

el m:;::ﬁf,f e orfhe Cipostlolhe spent e afuel source. DOE agrees with the commentor that the LWR irradiation of th %

Recommendation. 20 MOX fuel could be eliminated should there be a proposal to restart FFTIS

DOF should revise the EIS to include these impacts, or note that such impacts are already using surplus plutonium as a fuel source; however, the timeframe in which 2

included in other environmental evaluations. could be accomplished is longer than that currently being proposed by th

consortium using commercial reactors.

MD188-20 Lead Assemblies

The two DOE sites, ANL-W and ORNL, proposed for postirradiation
examination conduct these types of activities on an ongoing basis. Impag
of activities associated with the postirradiation examination of lead
assemblies are discussed in Section 4.27.6. Spent fuel after postirradiati
examination would be the responsibility of the DOE spent nuclear fue
program. As stated in the ROD for A®E Programmatic Spent Nuclear

Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
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Dr. Michael T. McNerney, P.E.
The University of Texas at Austin
Austin, TX 787052650

COMMENTS ABOUT THE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM

In addition to the oral comments submitted in the public meeting on August 10, 1998, [ have the
following writtan comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

o Reading Lke EIS, 1 noticed that in several areas it declares that all the sites to be considered
except Pantex meet certain levels of potential aircraft crash probability. The oral response in
the public meeting indicated that Pantex statement was a resull of the November 1996 EIS
for Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant. My point is that the previous EIS was
conducted before the DOE siandard for evaluating aircraft crash probability was finalized,
and my research indicates that the analysis thoroughly over estimated the types and amount
of traffic landing at Amarillo and from crrors in the development of the standurd related to
military aircrafi crash rates thoroughly overestimated the likely hood of an aircraft crash into
the Pantex site. The point being that the previous analysis that was done s in error and
should not be used 1o exclude Pantex in any way from the now mission and therefore the
statement should be amended or removed from the document,

» In support of this assertion that the previous analysis overestimated the aireraft crash
probability, 1 oiler the fellowing data:

— In the previous EIS, the most significant crash probabilities were related to takeoff and
landings of military aircraft. The analysis used radar data (RAMS) coliected at Amarillo
Airport as analyzed by Dr. Lin of Sandia Laboratories.

— We have reviewed all the RAMS data and rewritten the FORTRAN program that
analyzes the tracks to determine high altitude versus landing aircraft and found an order
of magnitude reductions in the large military aircraft landing at Amarillo. We reduced
the number of unknewn category of flight tracks by a factor of three of more. We now
have the most accuratc database of aircraft operations at Amarillo Airport.

—  Using this database of aircraft traffic and using the DOE standard and support
documentation crash rates {Which are also in error on the conservative side) for actual
military aircraft types flown into the Amarillo airspace, we determined that the smali
niilitary rates were 9 and 8 times overstated for zones 4 and 12 respectively. The large
mililary aircraft crash probability were overstated in zones 4 and 12 by 2 and 4 times
tespectively.

—  Using these new aircraft specific traffic data, the probability of un aircrafl crash by the
peneral aviation single engine piston category of aircraft is three and one half times mare
likely to crash into Pantex than the small military category and 14 times more likely than
the large military

— The DOE standard, which was {inalized after the previous EIS, has not been validated by
outside review and is overly conservative in all categories. My research has determined
that there are significant errors in the adoption of military crash rates. Error where made
in the interpretation of Air Forve accident descriptions as to classifying landing accidents,
interpreting the location data of accidents, and in calculating the number of landings and
landing approaches for aircraft types.

21

Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs Final EI
(DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995), interim storage for this type of spent fuel would
take place at INEEL before eventual disposal in a potential geologic repository

MD188-21

The oral response provided in the public hearing did not fully answer thg
guestion. Thd-inal Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued
Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapo
Component$DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) was used to determine the
operations of each aircraft type. The other remaining factors were from
the DOE standardiccident Analysis for Aircraft Crash Into Hazardous

Facilities (DOE-STD-3014-96, October 1996), and calculations from
equations in that standard. The aircraft crash evaluation used operatio
data from the Pantex EIS because it was the best available data at the tiy
of the analysis for this SPD EIS.

Facility Accidents

In response to the claims about having the “most accurate database of aircr
operations at Amarillo Airport,” until those data are verified by DOE and
made available in a published document, the Pantex EIS operations data 4
considered the best known published operations data for Amarillo Airport
This SPD EIS disregarded any contribution from general aviation aircraff
because the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would bd
designed to withstand a general aviation aircraft impact. Figure 4 in the
DOE-STD-3014-96 data document describes at least 68 small military
off-runway accidents around the U.S. These crashes are included in th
basis for the crash location density function. The arguments for a reductio
of the frequency of 9 or more for in-flight crashes are not provided. The
analyses are based on DOE-STD-3014-96 and are considered to |

appropriate and adequate for the comparison of the alternatives being

considered in this EIS.
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~  After reviewing the supporting data from all US Air Force crashes from 1979 to 1993, my
analysis shows that only one landing crash occurred outside of 4 miles from the nuinway,
In that accident, an F-111 aircraft crashed at nine miles as a result of an unusual situation
where one engine was shut down during an emergency approach and the afterburner
failed to light on the good engine resulting in the crash. Since all F-111 aircraft have now
all been retired fram Air Force service it ceases fv be a problemn and should not constitute
a data point in the calculation of crash probability distribution funetions for military
aireraft, 21

—  There is no data that suppotts that military aireraft landing accidenrs have any probability
of crash into the Pantex site which is over 10 miles from the Amarillo Runway, let alone
he the single highest risk factor.

—  The inflight calculated crash rates in the DOE standard as applied to Pantex are overly
conservative and | would argue that they should be reduced by a factor of nine or more as
applicd to the Jocation of Pantex.
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John M. Sweeten, Ph.D,, P.E.

Texas Agricullural Experiment Station

Texas A&M University Agricultural Ressarch and Extension Center
Amarillo, TX 79106

At the request of the Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium, a consortium of the
Texas A & M University System, the University of Texas System, and Texas Tech University, [
have reviewed the 4-part document A Surplus Plutonium Dispasition Draft Cavironmental
Impact Statement: Summary, Volume I-Part A, Volume I-Part B, and Voluwwe II@, U. S.
Department of Energy, Washington, D. C., July, 1998.1,500 p. While my review of the Surplus
Plutoniura Disposition (SPDY) Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) was focused on those parts
relating specifically to the Pantex Plant and to the environmental quality assessment and impact
considerations, a general review was given also to other locations under consideration.

The analysis of the 23 alternatives articulated and presented for review was thorough and
balanced with respect to the various sites under consideration. Tunderstand that some of these
alternatives are no longer under consideration subsequent to a DOE recent decision to locate the
fuel rod assembly fabrication process using plutonium exide at Savannah River Site (SRS) which
is the point of proposed final utilization in an existing nuclear power plant. This decision
constrains the selection ol alternatives involving Pantex 1o only those involving (a) cuerent
mission of long-term plutenium pit storage with upgrades, (b) pit disassembly, and (c) pit
conversion of Pu into plutonium dioxide, a component along with uranium dioxide of eventual
Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel rods fabricated at SRS. In essence the remaining alternatives involving
Pantex are as follows (n—8): Alternatives 1, 4A, 48, 5A, 5B, 11B, 12C, and 12D.

1 do not view Alternative 1 (No Action) as a viable option, in that the estimated half-life of
plutonium in its present form is some 24,000 years. This is a long time for governments, 22
militarics and taxpayers to guard and protect from terrorism, accident, environmental and natural
resource damage, and human tragedy some 50 metric tons of active [issile material that has
commercial value as well as obvious destruetive potential. This potential Alegacy @ should not
be left for future generations of Texans and other Americans. The 1:1 leveraging opportunities
with the former Soviets with respect to their disassembled and stored fissile materials would be
lost as well. The other 22 altematives would put all this behind us by the year 2015, or with
typical public works delays by the year 2020-2025 at least. The Panhandle, Texas, America and
the world then will be a safer place.

So the question really becomes two-fold:
a) is the presently-proposed suite of technologics adequate to perform the plutonium
handling and conversion safely and effectivcly?; and
b) is it environmentally secure?

I will defer the former question (o the involved experts in nuclear engineering, nucleat physics,
chemical engineering, occupational health and safety, and other relevant fields.

Regarding the second question, my invelvement over the Jast 18 months with ANRCP
technical steff and a team of experts evaluating and providing risk assessment for the
PWMOX fusl conversion process, together with my reading of the SPD EIS document itself
suggests that, with the data presented so far, the remaining alternatives involving Pantex can
be carried out in an environmental secure manner. The probabilities, exposure, and health

11

MD188-22 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s positions on environmental impacts 4
Pantex, as well as the interest of the organizations mentioned. Th
environmental analysis reflected in this SPD EIS involved the consideratiof
of relevant and available information.

Technologies proposed for the disposition of surplus plutonium are
described in Sections 2.3 and 2.4; environmental impacts of the
implementation of those alternatives, in Chapter 4 ofumel. As more
information becomes available it will be posted to DOE’s Web site at
http:/Amww.doe-md.com.
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effect numbers are very, very small. The land arca that would be affected by worst-case
scenarios invelving relcase of Pu to the envircnment are very small, contained within site
boundaries, and off-site impacts would be practically negligible.

Nevertheless, there is necessary and continuing invelvement by agricultural scientists and
engineers with the agencies affiliated with the Cooperative Research, Education, and
Extension Triangle for the Panhandls {Texas Agricultural Experiment Station, Texas
Agricultural Extension Service, West Texas A & M University, USDA-Agricultural Rescarch
Service, and Texas Veterinary Medical Diagnostic T aboratory), joined by our colleagues at
TAMU-College Station and at the TAES Blacklands Rescarch Center at Temple, in
providing new data, information, questions, answers and dialogue from the perspective of
agricultural production and processing, including soil/water/plant/animal/wildlife
relationships, We are interested as well in impacts on water, soil and air resources {rom the
perspective of rural residents and communities. Our cencerns with maintaining the viability
of crop. feedlot, range and pasture production systems as part of the human food chain, and
of those who operate them, is paramount. The recent, current and future scientific projects
with ANRCF sponsorship and involvement reflect those concerns and provide answers that
should be taken into account with regard to the present SPD EIS and future plant design and
operations. We are available for continuing dialogue and partnerships involving scientific
diseovery, interpretation, exchange, and cducation in these areas.

In terms of the EIS document itself, my remarks will be restricted to only a few areas at this
time.

*Summary, Section S.5--Topics analyzed in the SPD ELS are appropriate; air quality, noisc,
waste management, socioeconornics, human health risk, facility aceidents, transportaticn,
environmental justice, geology and soils, water resources, ecological resoutces, cultura! and
paleontological resources, land use and visual resoutces, and infrastructure. However,
agricultural production systems are not addressed for any of the: potential sites, all of which
sit in or adjazent to extensive crop and livestock production appropriate to the regions.

*Chapter 2. Alternatives fur Disposition of Surplus Weapons-Usable Plu

- Page 2-3-- As noted above, several of these altemnatives van be eliminated with recent

decisions regarding the SRS mission, namely Altemnatives 2, 4A, 4B, 6A, 6B, 6C, 6D, 7A,

7B, 8,94, 9B, and 10.

- Pages 2-4 to 2-7--From the maps, every site except Pantex has at least one river running
through or adjacent to it.

*Chapter 3. Affected Environment--

- Section 3.1, Approach to Defining the Affected Environment-—the Region of Lnterest
(RO} did not directly include agricultural resources or production practices for any ol
the candidate sites. If environmental damage were to ocour despite safeguards, the
public would be very interested in food supply and food chain safety issues, and
farmers/livestock producers would be directly affected in terms of restrietions on [uture
produstion practices or marketing opportunities. These are an important considerations.

22

23

24

25

MD188-23 Socioeconomics

Incident-free (normal) releases of radioactivity from the proposed surplu
plutonium disposition facilities to the food production chain are explained
for each candidate site in Appendix J. Current and future operations at afy
of the candidate sites are not expected to impact the soil used for agriculture
and farming in any regions adjacent to these candidate sites. The potengal
impacts of the proposed facilities on prime farmlands are also evaluated In
the Geology and Soils portions of Section 4.26. All activities would be
limited to each of the candidate sites, and any impacts on the surrounding
areas would be within Federal, State, and local regulatory limits.

o

—h

Section 4.26 and Appendix K were revised to discuss potential impacts
radioactive emissions on agriculture and water resources.

MD188-24 Candidate Sites

DOE’s preference for siting the MOX facility at SRS is not a decision. The
alternatives cited by the commentor remain reasonable alternatives unji
the SPD EIS ROD is issued. However, DOE eliminated as unreasonabje
the 8 alternatives that would involve use of portions of Building 221—-F
with a new annex at SRS for plutonium conversion and immobilization,
thereby reducing the number of reasonable alternatives to 15 that a
analyzed in the SPD Final EIS. Table 2—1 was revised to reflect the deletd
alternatives: 3B, 5B, 6C, 6D, 7B, 9B, 12B, and 12D. Alternative 12C was
renamed 12B.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s statement that every candidate sif
except Pantex, has at least one river running through or adjacent to it.

MD188-25 Socioeconomics

Section 3.1 defines the ROI for the affected environment for human healt
risks to the general public from exposure to airborne contaminant emissior|
as an area within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the proposed surplus plutoniu
disposition facilities. The analyses in Appendix J consider the potentigha
contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and consumption o
these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of th
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- Section 3.4, Pantex Plant, Pages 3-88 to 3-124--the extensive agricultural production
practices and programs within a 9-county atea around Pantex nor adjacent to the site were
not discussed or data listed. This information was provided to the ANRCP in January 1998
in a contaet project finul report and needs to be presented or summarized hercin. The
agricultural data should include: erops (types and acreage), soil management practices,
livestock grazing (rangelands and wheat pasture), cattle feedlots including sources of
feedstuff supplies , beef slaughtering and processing facilities, and grain storage. Dairies,
horses swine, poultty, and other species of relevance are not identified as well. Potential
secondary pathways of possible contamination--e.g. non-point source runoff, wind erosion,
water erosion, etc.— are nol addressed. Similar information should be provided for all the
other candidate sitcs in the respective sections within the Regions of [nteresi. For example,
fruit, vegetable, cattle and dairy production are prominent in Idahe and Washington state in
general vicinily of INEEL and Hansford plants, respectively, and South Carolina is a
poultry production state.  Also, no mention is mude of local management districts for
groundwater and sutface watet resources; thesc include the Panhandle Ground Water
Conservalion District No, 3, White Deer, which encompasses an 8-county arca including
Pantex.

*Chapter 4, Environmental C q The forgoing comments for Chapter 3

generally epply to this chapter as well.

- Sectivn 4.6, Alternative 4A--Indicates that the air quality impacts will be minimal along
with waste management, human health , ot water resource risks. Increments added by
operation of the pit conversion at Pantex will be non-existent or minimal (Table 4-5 vs.
Table 4-58), and resultant site concentrations will be far below EPA or TNRCC ambient
air guality standards for most contaminants and below EPA NAAS for PM10 on both an
annual and 24-hour averaging lime basis.

25

26

candidate sites. The analyses of doses consider bioaccumulation ¢

radioactivity in grain crops, forage, and animals (and the resultant effect
on ingestion doses to humans), and all potential dose pathways includin
directingestion, inhalation, external ground exposure, and plume immersior
These analyses indicate that the potential impacts of normal operation
the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities on agricultural
products, livestock, and human health at any of the sites would likely bd
minor. The analysis takes into account plutonium doses; bioaccumulatio
of radioactivity in grain crops, forage, and animals (and the resultant effect
on ingestion doses to humans); and all potential dose pathways includin
directingestion, inhalation, external ground exposure, and plume immersior
Transience consideration would have a negligible effect on dose resultg
Although specific agricultural data were not identified for each candidate
site in Chapter 3 of ®umel, the 1987 Census of Agriculture was used as
the source to generate site-specific data for food production in Appendix
for each of the candidate sites.

Section 3.4.7.2.1 states that Pantex is in the Panhandle Groundwater District
which has the authority to require permits and limit the quantity of water
withdrawn. Impacts of releases of radioactivity from the proposed facilities|
at each candidate site on the food production chain are discussed
Appendix K. Section 4.26 and Appendix J were revised to discuss potentid
impacts of radioactive emissions on agriculture and water resources.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-23.

MD188-26
DOE acknowledges the comment.

Air Quality and Noise

dins
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MD188-27 Air Quality and Noise

There are no changes in agricultural production practices associated wifh
any of the alternatives. The remainder of this comment is addressed |n
responses MD188-23 and MD188-25.

*Appendix F, Impact Assessment Methods, and Appendix G, Air Quality--

- Does not include information for any site concerning:
- agricultural production practices

i ; . 27 The accident analyses in this SPD EIS are considered to be bounding apd
- accidental relcascs--cxplosion, fites, spills, ete. . _ i _
- dispersion modeling address a representative spectrum of possible operational accidents. No
- areas affeced major chemical accidents were identified. As discussed in Appendix K.1.1j,
- redistribution of pesticulates from Pantex by water or wind erasion additional documentation on hazards and accidents would be developed fpr
*Appendiz I, Sociseconomics each facility during the design and construction process.
- Does nol include discussion concerning agricultural production, land use, ot rural 25 . i
residents including whether or not they could be affected. Appendixes F, G, J, and K describe the methods used to mod4l
+Appendix J, Human Health Risks- air-quality-related impacts, provide the emission rates for each facility angl
- The agricultural data mentioned (from the 1987 Census of Agriculture) but not shown altern.a!:lve' discuss the are.as a_ffeCted’ a_nd_ the treatmen‘_: of partlc €
should be presented for all four sites. This information should be presented in a_separate deposition. Because the radiological analysis is concerned with the ME|,
Appendic. i . the initial deposition of radionuclides and its effect on this individual are
- Other agricultural «uta sources or more recent vintage than the Census of Agriculture X . ) . g
arc readily available as well, from entities such as the State Crop and Livestock Statistical analyzed. Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological releage
Services, the Coopetative Lxtension Services (e.g. Texas Agricultural Extension Service), e .
e USDA Bt Secvioes Agemcy, ot - qyann_u_es frgm each of the proposed surplus plutonium
- Analysis docs not appear to take into account Pu doses, lransience, or effects on field d ISposition facilities.
grain crops, forages, or animals, nor contamination pathways other than direct ingestion.
The opporunity to review and comment on the SPD KL documest is appresiated, T hope these The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-25.
remarks are useful in strengthening the document and provide the basis for continuing o
development of greater scientific information regarding the environmental quality for Pantex and _ . ()
ather sites in other locations also. MD188-28 Human Health Risk 3
Detailed agricultural data for each of the candidate sites are presented i§
the Health Risk Datdfor Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable |2
Fissile Materials Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement g
(HNUS, October 1996). That data report supports this SPD EIS as well 4§
the Storage and Disposition PEISA separate appendix is not needed to %
repeat these data verbatim; the data report is available in DOE public readif
rooms. The agricultural data in this EIS are used to estimate the doses

the population in 2010. For these projected doses, DOE considers the d§
from the 1987 Census of Agriculture to be representative of the areg
evaluated. These agricultural data are also consistent with those used
dose assessments in Bwrage and Disposition PEIS

Jo:e)

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-25.
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Dr. James Dyer

Department of Management Science [nformation
The University of Texas at Austin

Austin, TX 78712

COMMENTS ON COSTS ANALYSIS

The cost analysis is really a summary, so it is very difficult to determine how the numbers were

developed.

On p 3-3, the comment is made thal the cost to fransport the plutonium from Pantex can vary
from $10M to $15 M. At the top of p. 3-4 the statement is made that there would also be an
additional cost of $69M for rcpackaging if the PD&CF is not lacated at Pantex, and this cost is
charged to the other facilities. Yet, the operating costs that are estimated for Pantex are among
the highest of any of ihe [acilities. Why?

On p 3-8, the design and construction costs of the MOX FFT at Pantex are estimated to be:
Nesign and construction - $510M; Operating Cost -$610M; Total Cost - $1,200M. This mistake
is repeated throughout the report. These are figures that should be re-analyzed.

In our work with the S&S leams, they emphasized that the most vulnerable link in the disposition
system was probably the SST transportation, and thal exposing weapons-grade Pu to
transportation rather than material that has already been transformed into a substance less
attractive as a target for theft and terrorists would be highly desirable. Ilow was that
incorporated into the report?

The report does not allow for a mote detailed analysis; however, these observations were made
even based on this document.

29

MD188-29 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has be
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium

Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on t
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms af
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C,

i 3Ta]
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Dale Klein, Ph.D., P.E.

Vice Chancellor for Special Engineering Programs
Chairman, Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium
The University of Texas at Austin

Austin, TX 78712

RUSSIAN ASPECTS OF THE SPDEIS AND THE SITING OF THE PDCF

Timeliness is the key issue, It has been more than 4 years since the NAS declared the surplus
phitonium a “elear and present danger.” 'Ihe United States needs to move quickly to maintain
forward movement in Russia. Financing is not the only issue in Russia; they will nol dispusition
unless the U.S. does so as well.

The United States should push for the earlicst possible demilitarization of pits. I suggest pulling
U.5./Russian material under IAEA safeguards, thereby creating “political irreversibility.™ By
doing this, it would show the world that we are sericus about NPT commitments. Finally, we
should separate demilitarization from the disposition technologies whick are likely to experience
significant delays due to political issucs. Placing the PDCF at Pantex provides the quickest route
toward demilitarization.

30

The U.S. would not look favorably on Russians shipping pits unnecessarily; therefore, we should
practice what we preach. There is no reason to ship pits from Pantex to SRS when the pits are
already housed at Pantex. [t just makes sense to site the PDCI at Pantex.

MD188-30 Alternatives

The United States will continue to work with Russia according to agreed-upo
paths and timing for surplus plutonium disposition.

Potential transportation impacts of pit disassembly and conversion at Pant¢x

are summarized in Chapter 4 oblMme land Appendix L. Under any of the
proposed alternatives, the risks to the public from the transportation of theq
materials are small as shown in Table L—6.

=

e
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K. L. Peddicord, Ph.D.

Associate Vice Chancellor for Strategic Programs
Texas A&M Universily

College Stalion, TX 77843

A key element in the surplus plutonium disposition miysion will be provisions to allow for either
bilateral inspections or multilateral inspection of excess weapons material. These functions
cantribute to important U.S. policy issucs on transparency and openness relating to the
disposition of surplus weapons materials both in the United States and the Russian Federation,
Bilatcral inspection with Russin will be important to develop a murual level of confidence with
the Russians for the entire disposition effort. Such bilateral inspection agreements will also
provide confirmation to the U.S. through our inspection of Russian faeilities that their efforts are
proceeding accardingly. Likewise, potential multilateral inspection under the auspices of the
International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, Austria, will give assurances to the global

community of U.S. leadership in this key endeavor.

‘While the inspection function will be an ancillary enterprise, it also will have some
environmental impact. Accommodations must be made for the facilities, equipment and
individuals performing this role. These requirements can presumably be handled in a
straightforward way with minimal environmental disruption.

In terms of the inspeetion function and i1s relation to the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility (PDCF), the input material to the PDCF will be in forms which are classified. However,
the output material will be cither converted to a metal “hockey puck” or plutonium oxide
powder. Subsequent storage of this material will not be of a classificd nuture and will be subject
1o international inspection. It is noted that by locating the PDC Facility at the Pantex Plant, the
necessary Perimeter Inspection, Detection and Alarm System (PIDAS) is in place to guarantee
the security of weapons grade material. Reconfiguration of the existing arcas at Pantex could be
done in a straightforward way to allow for the inspection requitements while assuring that
classified information and material is not compromised.

A second aspect of the inspection requirements is also worth noting. As mentioned above, it is
the material praduced by the PDCF which will be subject to inspection. This prechides the
possibility, which has been suggested elsewhere, that a fully integrated facility might be used
which will have weapons pits as the input and MOX fuel as the output. Such a facility would not
allow for the inspection of the product of the pit disassembly and conversion steps. ‘If it were to
be pruposed at a Russian installation, presumably such a fully integrated spproach with
restrictions for the inspection of unclassified material would not be acceptable to the United
States. We would want to be able to assure that the MOX fuel coming out was the result of the
pits going in. As a result, separation of the pit conversion function from the MOX fuel
fabrication will be necessary.

The Pantex Plant provides the opportunity for a facility for pit disassembly and convetsion which
meets, in a straightforward way, the requirements for key bilateral and multilateral inspection
while minimizing the number of steps for the handling of sensitive weapons components. The
selection of Pantex for the PDC Facility should assure expediency in carrying out U.S. and
intemational nonproliferation goals. Bilatera! and IAEA requirements coutd be more easily
facilitated at Pantex thereby implementing pit disassembly and conversion more quickly,
entering into an agreement to reach this same result with the Russians, and achieving the critical
goal of timeliness which is a key factor in the surplus plutonium disposition mission.

17
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MD188-31 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pantex, and appreciates t
input on existing capabilities at the site. Further, DOE agrees that bilaterd
monitoring with Russia of the classified plutonium material and international
inspection of the unclassified material would give assurances to the globa
community of U.S. leadership in plutonium disposition. Once the
United States and Russia complete an agreement providing the basis f
exchanging classified nuclear information, the procedures to be used fd
inspection of pits in storage could potentially be adapted to contribute tq
bilateral monitoring of the pit conversion facility. International monitoring

and inspection of the unclassified plutonium would also allow the
United States and Russia to demonstrate to each other and to the internatio
community that disposition was being carried out under stringent
nonproliferation controls, and that the excess plutonium was not being
diverted for reuse in weapons.

Accommaodation for international inspection of the unclassified material wag
incorporated in the design of the pit conversion facility, as shown in
Figure 2—7. The MOX facility would be a separate function and would only
process unclassified materials; accommodation for international inspectio
was incorporated in the design of that facility, as shown in Figure 2—14.
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Richard A. Hartley, Ph.D., P.E.

Technical Director

Amarillo National Resouree Center for Plutoninm
Amarillo, TX 79101

Bccausc of the public’s concern about environment, safety, and health issues associated with
Pantex, the Center was asked by the Governor’s office to perform an independent safety and
bealth anatysis of the plutonium conversion mission and mixed oxide fiel fabrication mission at
Pantex. The Centet's technical team included:

Dr. lan Hamilton, Texas A&M University, certified health physicist

Dr. Randy Charbeneaw, University of Texas, professional environmental engineer
Dr. John Sweeten, agricultural prolessional engineer, Resident Direclor of lhe
Agricultural Research and Extension Center

Dr. Bobby Stewart, West Texas A&M University, agricultural scientist

Dr. Nolan Clark, agricultural professional engineer, Director of the USDA
Agricultural Research Service, Bushland Texas

Dr. Jim Rock, Texas A&M, certified industrial hygienist

Dr. Paul Vaughn, Texas Tech University, agricultural communications specialist

The tesults of that independent study were provided to elected officials, Texas regulators, and
citizens of Amarille in November of 1997. The study was conducted by the team named above.
The study concluded that the risks associated with the new missions are comparable to the risk of
current operations at Pantex and there are no impacts on water resources, water quality, soil or air

resources.

‘We were also asked by the Governor’s office to have the university principal investigators
review the draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envirot I Impact Statement. As in the risk
churaclerization efforl presenled in November, (he researchers find that there are no significant
environmental or safety impacts associated with the pit disassembly conversion or MOX mission
coming to Pantex. These resulis are presented m the following pages.

Phone:
Fax:
e-mail:

(806) 376-5533
(806) 376-5561
hartley@pu.org
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COMPARISOR OF RISK CHARACTERIZATION AND SPD EIS

Main points brought out at the Ainarillo Public Meeti

«  There are no adverse environmental impacts associated with conversiun und hence o environmentai
discriminators between Pantex and SRS (LIS uses the word “modest difTerences™)
—  We will use the expertise and results from the Risk Characlerization 1o validate DOE's EIS that there are
no significant environmental impacts of PDCF at Patttex

»  There is no real cost difference berween SRS and Pantex for conversion.

= There is definitely a timeliness, radiological dose and transportation issue if it is decided to move all missions to

SRS.

1. ANNUAL WATER USAGE

RISK CIIARATUTERIZATION
(millions of gal.fyr.)

EIS

(millions of pal fyc.)

Carson County Water Usage 31000 31300

Current Pantex Operations 220 (0.6%) 163 (0.5%)
(1994) (1995)

Pit Cunversion (ARIES) 12.7 {0.03%) 12.7 0.04%)

7=k Characicrizatian p. 3 (shdes)
EIS Tahle4-225 on p. 4-330 & p 3-113

SUMMARY OF WATER

s RISK CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS ARE COMPARABLE TO EIS
»  OPERATIONALLY, THERE WILL BE NO IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES

1. WASTE
RISK CHARACTERIZATION EIS
WASTE TYPE ANAUAL ANTICIFA LY TKLATMENT ANDOR FETIMATFD TREATWENT AND/OR DISFOSAL METHO I
VOLUME DISEOS, D ADDITIONAL WASTE
) (¢.8, wlidiication) ENERA
(mhyr)
T=H [ Evaporate and/or solidify spont 18 TRU wastss would be treated, packaged, and-<¢riified 0
elecirolytic decontamination and HEU WLHE waste dceeptiare ceiterie, Liguid TRU wasies
peocessing sahutions on-site. Disposal of would be evaporated ot sclidified befors packaging for
all TRLT waste by shipment o WIPP storage.
Mixed TRU t Digposal of mixed TR wasie by included in TR ineluded in TRU
shipment to WIFP .
Lw 6036 Soliily speac clect obytic. 60 LLW would be peckaged, ¢tfified, and scoumulpted st
deconcammation and HEU processing the now fucibties before bting rnferred for reatment
saliions onvaite: sofidify/absorb small and intcaim slorags 4t ¢xisting o Exahiaes. Liquid
quantities o analytical lsb waste on ke, LLW sl be evaparated or solidified before bemg
Off-site disposal packsged for siorsge.
Mived LLW 12 Sclidifyfabsoch small quasiifies af I Mixed LLW would be stabiiized, packaged, and siozed
analydical Jeb waste on-ike. Off-site o the site for reamment end ®sposal in a manner
restment and disposal. cosisient with the site Geatmens plan fos Pantex |
Huzaridons [ Off-site commorcial treatment and/ar H Hazardous wastes woukl be packaged for meztment ud
dispocal disposal of offsils permitted commercial gacilitiss.
‘Nonhazardous u-site esument of sanitary wste. Gft- ‘Nenturzandoos said wasie would be packaged in
Viguid 20000 site commercial reoyoling andor 25,000 <conformance with sandard industrial practice and
o 3 disposal and fotlow curent practives on " shipped 1o onsite and offsite cisposal and meyuing
Solid 20 disposal of sclid wasics 1.800 facilitios. Nonhazsrdaus wastewater wauld be weated
before bouix dizsharged 1o the Pantax waztewater
ireatment syctam

sk Chacanterization Tabie 2.5 on p. 12 (paper) & p. 6 &1ides)
EIS Table4-520np. 4-84 & p. H-38 10 Hd0

32
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MD188-32

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that operationally therg¢

Infrastructure

would be no impact on water resources at Pantex.

MD188-33

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion on waste manageme

at Pantex.

Waste Management

dins
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MD188-34 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that air emissions woul

SUMMARY OF WASTE not affect the air, soil, or water quality at Pantex.

e RISK CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS ARE COMPARABLE TO EIS

s ALL WASTES GENERATED FROM THESE PROCESSES CAN BE MANAGED WITH NO
ADYERSE EFFECTS

« WASTES FROM THESE PROCESSES WILL BE MINIMAL 3

» THE SMALL AMOUNT OF LIQUID WASTES WILE. RE SOLIDIFIED FOR DISPOSAL 3

=  WASTES WILL BE SHIPPED OFF-SITE FOR FINAL DISPOSAL

= ITIS ASSUMED THAT TRU WASTE WOULD BE STORED ON THE SITE UNTIL 2016, BECAUSE
CURRENT SCHEDULES FOR SHIPMENT OF TRU WASTE TO WIPP FRCM SURPLUS
PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION FACILITIES WILL BEGIN IN 2016 (EIS P. 4-83)

3, BACKGRQUND FOR ROUTINE RELEASES TO PROVIDE RELATIVE IMPACT FOR AIR
EMISSIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FROM A HYPOTHETICAL ACCIDENTAL

RELEASE
FOR THE AREA OF PANTEX AND AMARILLO
RISK CHARACIERIZATION EIS
SOURCE DOSE SOLURCE DOST,
{mreny/person) (mrem/yry
Annual Cosmic Ray Dose 33 " | Cosmic und External Terrestrial 9
Radiation
Annual Natural Terrestrial Dose 28 Internal Terrestrial Radiation 3%
Annual Natural Radon Exposure 200 Radon in homes {inhaled} 200
Other Radiation* 65
Antual Total 261 Totel 397
4 Oither Rackgmund Radwation includes diagnostic x tays and nuclear medicine, weapons test fullout, air travel, and consemer and industrial
producis

Risk Characterization p 10H{slides), FIS Table 3-32 an p. 2-10}

4. AIR EMISSIONS

ROUTINE RELEASES
RISK CHARACTERIZATION LIS 34
MATERIAL ARIES ANNUAL EMISSIONS ARIES EMISSION DOST. INCIDEN] FREE OPERATIONS
(am) {mrermiye) AKNUAL DOSE
{mrem)
Plutenium 14x10° 1x 10"
Tritiurn B $x 107 6.2x10*
RISK CHARACTERIZATION EiS |
METHODOLOGY | -uscd Pantsx average annual mctcorological conditions used Pantex average annual meleorolugical
«chasc worst-case downwind location {similat 10 EIS, MEI) conditions (T m height)
- Most Effected Individual (MED-

Risk Characterizatlon p. 9, 10 {slides). EIS Tubls J-27 o p. ]-24 & p. 121

IMPACT OF ROUTINE RELEASES
« RISK CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS ARE COMPARABLE TO EIS

+ ANY ROUTINE RELEASES WOULD BE ARE 5000 TIMES LOWER TIIAN BACKGROUND (22%
VARIATION IS NOTHING)

« OPERATIONALLY, THERE WILL BE NO IMPACT ON AIR RESOURCES

+ OPERATIONALLY, THERE WILL BE NO IMPACT ON SOIL

« OPLRATIONALLY, THERE WILL BE NO IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FROM A HYPOTHETICAL ACCIDENTAL RELEASE

RISK CHARACTERIZATION EIS
SCENARIO DOSE DOSE
(mremryc)
Acutz ingestion of phutonyum from surface water ki N/A
Acute ingestion of pluten ium from 4 N/A
RISK CHARACTERIZATION s
METHODOLOGY | -used worsicast metzorological condilions 1 predict amovunt of material deposited on wet of nterest used maximum
used aximum crecible ameunl of material released (100 gm) Z';;‘m-]' reloased
[23)
Surface Water Case | -assumad uosnplsiely mixed with no setiling
-assumed 10 waler reaum ent
assumed 10 blending with ground water NiA
Groundwater Case | -assuned all particulates are washed into the plays
—xxscmeal watex i umsunsed from a well drawing water G0 the Perchad Aduifer directly beiow the playa
NiA

sk Characterization

SUMMARY

« RISK CHARACTERIZATION
TYPICALLY PERFORMER IN THE NEFA PROCESS

« THE EIS SOURCE IS SMALLER THAN TITE RISK CHARACTERIZATION SOURCE
+ THEREFORE WE WOULD EXPECT EVEN 1 )WER DOSES

2% (slidcs), EIS Tabls K-I2 o1 p. K-38

MPLE WAS PURELY BOUNDING CALCULATION AND NOT

6. IMPACTS ON AGRICULTURE OF 4 HYPOTHETICAL ACCIDENTAL RELFEASE

RISK CHARACTERIZATION EIS
PATHWAY ACRES AFFECTED
Inhatation of resusp material 118 N/A (set note)
Ingestion - depositian an fresh fruit 130 N/A
Ingestion - deposition an feesh vegetables 130 NiA
Ingestion - deposition on grain 80 N/A
Ingostion - milk deposition on forage 2 A
Ingcstion - meat deposition on forage 2 A
RISK CHARACTERIZATION EIS
METHODOLOGY | -used maximum credible amoont of material relcascd (100 gm) -used
~determined acres f land affected 1o measie agticuliural consequence A
-used adverse meteoralogcal conditions W compute affexted arcas relcased
-determined ways that material could enter a petson’s body (inhalation of dust, ingestlon offood, etc) | (39 gm)

_identified numbcr of acrcs where carsective action would be required W reduce public dosc below
acgeptable levels (Protective Acuon Guidelines limits)

SUMMARY

Fisk Characterizatian p. 23 (shides), EIS Table K-12 08 1 K18

» THE EI§ SOURCE IS SMALLER THAN THE RISK CHARACTERIZATION SOURCE
« HENCE THE AFFECTED AREA FROM A HYPOTEHTICAL ACCIDENT RESULTING IN POTENTIAL
RELEASE WOULD BE SMALLER

_  NOQTE: EIS, P K-8 PATHWAYS TO GROUND AND SURFACE WATER INCLUDING RESUSPENSION
AND INHALATION OF PLUTONIUM AND INGESTIONS OF CONTAMINATED CROPS WERE STUDIED
AND FOUND NOT TO CONTRIBUTE AS SIGNIFICANTLY AS DOSE TO INHALATION

« RISK CHARACTERIZATION WAS PURELY BOUNDING CALCULATIONS AND NOT TYPICALLY
PERFORMED IN EIS

35
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MD188-35

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that doses that would b
expected from an accident at Pantex are even lower than those presenteq

this SPD EIS.

MD188-36

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that the affected area fro
an accident analyzed in this SPD EIS would be smaller than that presents
in the commentor’s impact analysis because he was using a highg

source term.

Human Health Risk

Human Health Risk
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MD188-37 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that the societal risks posgd
by the proposed plutonium disposition facilities would be comparable tg
those associated with Pantex’s current activities.

7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS DUE TO HYPOTHETICAL ACCIDENTS

RISK CHARACTERIZATION EIS
ACCIDENT | PROBABILITY | MATERIAL POTENTIAL ACCIDENT FRRQETENEYY SOURCE TATENT
N RELEASED | CANCEKS PER (peeyear) TRRM CANCER
{&) YEAR OF ® FATALITIES
FACILITY PER YEARC
OPERATIUN WETHIN 30 xin
Dock Fire 50% 107 9 15x10°
Criticality Loxiut 3Ex 10" Critigality Extremely unlikely | 1.0 x 10** 14X 10°
107 o 1% Fissions
Deflagration Lox 10" 48x10* 33x 10" | Feplasion Unlikely 3zx 0 24%10°
1078 10
Cell Fira IRt 8% 10* Lox® Fire Unlikely L2x10® srx10"
W o 104
Oxy. 5.0x10% 65 1310 N/A NiA NA N/A
Explosion
Spill 455107 BRx i E6x 107 | Lesksispills | Exwemelyunlikely | 44x10° | 33X10%
of nuclear 10° 10 169
materisl
Max. 15x 107 100 60x10¢ Heyond- Extremely wolikely | 3.2x10" 12X
Barthquake Jesign-basis? 10 beyornd
earthquake extremely unlikely
107 10 10* 1o less
than 104
Truck Fire 3.2x10¢ 30 3.8x107 WA WA N N/A
NOT CREDIBLE
Max. Cell 20x107 A NIA Boyund- Beyond exbremely | 1.7x 107 1AX L0
Fire Qesign-basis unlikely
fiee ess than 10
A imo 30x10® N/A WA 37
Oxide:
Starage
Facility
AIC into 4% 107 NiA NA Alreraficrash | Beyond extremely | 22x10° LaX 117
DCF unlikely
less than 10
Risk Characterization p. 13, p. 14, p. 16 {ll6es), EIS Table K-[2 onp. K-35

* The societal risk in potentlal cancers per year of facitity operation i the probability of occurmence of the cvent that leads to a health affect (in
umits uf yr') multiplicd by the bealth effect consequence per cvent {¢.g., faral cancers per accident event) (Risk Characterization p. 11 of

Freliminary}
*The Frequency listed for each accident category represents the estimated overall annual probability of oceurrence for that ty pe f aocident. (EIS

p. 4-40)
< Risk is uswally defined as the product of the consequences (in terms of dose e ., parson-rem of health effects c.g., latenl cancer fallilics) and

catimated feequency of mgiven accident (per yeur). (EIS p. K-1)
#Besipn basis for Pecformanu: Catcgory 3 platordum fusility - designad to withstand the 110,000 year sanhquake with the performance goal
thal occupant safety, santinucd operations, and kazard confinement being assured.

# Beyond design basls - partial o total collapse of strucLuse, $pills, pessibles fires, and lass of confinoment of plutonium powder (¢ K-5)

CURRENT PANTEX OPERATIONS

ACCIDENT TYPE POTENTIAL CANCERS PER YEAR OF FACILITY QPERALION ‘l
HE Initiat=d Pu Dispersal - Nat. Fvent 72x10¢
HE Initiated Pu Dispersal - Int. Lvent 63 % 10°¢
Fire Nriven Pu Release - Nat. Evont 19x107
Pu Relcase - A/C o Seismic 6&x10*
Pit Hrench - Int. Event 15¢10”

Rlck Charasserization p. 17 (sTides]

RISK SUMMARY

OUR RESEARCH SHOWS THAT THE POTENTIAL SOCIETAL RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH TIE PROPOSED
NEW MISSIONS WILL BE COMPARABLE TO THAT FROM CURRENT ACTIVITIES.

22
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David L. Barnes, Ph.D_ PE.

Environmental Program Manager

Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium
Amarillo, TX 75101

"The total amount of space that would be required for storage of TRU waste resulting from
operations of the planned facilily at Pantex is around 2800£C, or an area that is equivalent to a
modest size residential home. According to the DOE, this required space would be added onto
the conversion facility and would constitute only 1.5% of the total space required [or the planned
facility. The Lutal amount of space required to sterc LLW before shipment is about 0.25 acres, ar
8% of the planned Hazardous Waste Trealment and Processing Facility. [ am assuming that the
DOE plans on constructing this WM facility are unrelated (o the sitting decision (Reference to -
the WMPEIS). By my interpretation as an engincer, I da not helieve that the [ucilities required to
store this waste hefore shipment is significant compared ta the overall magnitude of the project.
By DOE’s admission within the Surplus Plulonium Disposition Draft EIS, they do not believe
that the waste generated from this facility is significant, or in DOE’s own words “..impacts of the
management of TRU wasts at Pantex should not be major,” and “Impucts of Lhe storage of
additional quantities of LLW at Pantex should not be major.” Thercfore, one can conelude that
the requircd waste management should not be used as a discriminator in the sitting of a
conversion facility.

Phone: (806) 376-5533
Fax: (806) 376-5561
e-mail: barnes@pu.org

MD188-38 Waste Management

DOE agrees that impacts from the management of waste generated by surp|
plutonium disposition activities would not be major, although costs may b
higher at Pantex than at some of the other DOE sites due to the lack of a5
existing TRU waste management infrastructure. The construction of the¢g
Hazardous Waste Treatment and Processing Facility is independent of &
decision on the siting of facilities for surplus plutonium disposition.
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Carl A Beard, Ph.D.

Nuclear Program Manager

Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium
Amatillo, TX 79101

DOE gives 3 reasons for selecting SRS for MOX:

e Activity complements existing missions.
+ Takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

—  “Pantex does not offer a comparable infrastructure, including waste treatment.”
»  Staff expertise.

No supporting information is given to support conclusion #1. What existing missions are
complemented? None seen: obvious. There is no ongoing dry plutonium processing at SRS.

No supporting information is given to support conclusion #3:

I1as SRS ever done MOX fuel fabrication?

Has SRS ever fabricated standard ceramic reactor fuel?
Is SRS currently fabricating uny reactor fuel?

Is SRS doing any dry Pu proccssing?

‘What expertise are we talking about?

If we examine #2 more closely, we find out that the Pantex site does not require any additional
construction over SRS for the MOX facility (this can be determined by looking at the wastes
produced during eonstruction and the employment required during construction which are
identical for MOX for SRS and Pantex), so what infrastructure is being taken advantage of that
isn’L ul Pantex? Also, the document repeatedly states that the wastes should “not have a major
impact™ at Pantex, so whal waste treatment facilities are Pantex lacking? In facl, in the section
on cumulative results at SRS (summary page S-36), the “cumulative waste volume for hazardous
waste exceeds the treatment and storage capacity” and the “treatment capacity for LLW could be
exceeded.” Also, projecled water requirements will exceed current site eapacity if APT is built.
So if anything, SRS should be at a disadvantage. Also, no analysis was donc on the
environmental effects of expanding the water capacity.

If conversion is not done at Pantex, all the pits will have to be repackaged in AT400 (or some
other approved Tansportation container) and shipped to SRS. This will nut have to be done if the
facilities are located Pantex. The EIS eslimates a 40% dose reduction to Pantex workers due to
this. Were ALARA considerations cvaluated as part of the decision process?

Phone: (806) 376-5533
Fax: (806) 376-3561
e-mail: beard@pu.org
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MD188-39 Alternatives

Complementary missions that are ongoing at SRS include plutonium storag
nuclear materials stabilization, waste management, and researdh
and development.

D

Existing infrastructure includes DWPF; waste management facilities such
as the TRU waste certification facility, Consolidated Incineration Facility,
and LLW disposal facilities; and safeguards and security systems. DOE |[s
presently considering a replacement process for the in-tank precipitatio
(ITP) process at SRS. The ITP process was intended to separate solup
high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium, strontium, uranium, and plutonium),
from liquid HLW before vitrifying the high-activity fraction of the waste in
DWPF. The ITP process as presently configured cannot achieve producti¢n
goals and safety requirements for processing HLW. Three alternativp
processes are being evaluated by DOE: ion exchange, small tark
precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferred immobilization technology
(can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are dependent upon DWP
providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity. DOE is confident

that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using radioactive
cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation process. A
supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S) on the operation of DWPF and associats
ITP alternatives is being prepared. Although the SRS staff may not hay
training in dry plutonium processing, they are trained in plutonium processing
In addition, reactor fuel fabrication was conducted in M-Area at SRS in
support of production reactor operation, which ceased in 1992.

O o
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MD188-40 Waste Management

There would be advantages to siting the proposed surplus plutoniuf
disposition facilities at sites with active plutonium facilities, or to collocating
two or more surplus plutonium disposition program facilities at a site. As
described in Section 2.3.1, some infrastructure such as that associated wi
safeguards and security could be shared. Although DOE recognizes th
some savings could be realized by collocating facilities, this SPD EIS
includes a conservative analysis that generally does not account for the
advantages. Section S.6 of Biemmanstates that because TRU waste is
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not routinely generated and stored at Pantex, TRU waste storage spal
would be designated within the proposed surplus plutonium dispositior]
facilities. Storage within the proposed facilities would only be required at
Pantex because the other DOE sites have existing onsite TRU waste storg
facilities. Section S.7 of thBummarnystates that although the cumulative
volume of hazardous waste would exceed the treatment and storage capad
at SRS, major impacts on the waste management infrastructure would &
unlikely because hazardous waste is generally not held in long-term storag
but rather is treated and disposed of at both onsite and offsite facilitied
This section also states that although treatment capacity for LLW could b
exceeded at SRS, major impacts would be unlikely because most LLV)
could be disposed of without treatment. The source of water for the
accelerator, if built, would have been the Savannah River and it would no
have affected the ability of the site to supply water to the proposed plutoniun
disposition facilities. The cumulative impacts section, Section 4.32, has

been changed accordingly. The tritium production ROD that was issued if

May 1999 chose the commercial light water reactors for tritium production.

MD188-41 Transportation

ALARA considerations were used by the engineering, technical, and safet
and health personnel who prepared the source information upon which th
environmental impacts in this SPD EIS were determined. ALARA
considerations would continue to be applied during the detailed design
construction, operation, and eventual D&D of the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities. DOE acknowledges that any decision to
locate the pit conversion facility at a site other than Pantex would result if
additional repackaging for shipment, and thus, increased dose to workers
Pantex. Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1 were revised to discus
repackaging the pits.
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Paul Nelson

Professor of Computer Science,
Nuelear Engineering and Mathematics
Texus A&M University

College Station, TX 77843

THE SPD EIS TREATMENT OF PROLIFERATION CONCERNS
DUE TO TRANSPORTATION

« It appears that the majority of the shipments that involve significant volumes of material, and
significant proliferation concern (as defined by an indication, in Table -3 on p. 5-20, to use
$8Ts) would oceur as follows:

— Campaign 1: 17 metric tons () of surplus nonpit Py, from various DOE sites to the
conversion immobilization facility.

— Campaign2: 33t of surplus pits and ¢lean metal from Pantex to the pit
disassembly/conversion facility.*

— Campaign 3: 33 L of weapons-grade Pu, in the form of PuO, frem the pit
disassembly/convetsion facility to the immobilization or MOX facilities.
Campuign 4: 33 t of weapons-grade Pu, in MOX furel bundles, from the MOX facility to 2
domestic commercial nuclear reactor.

« The second of the “cqually weighted screening criteria” (p. 8-13) “used to reduce the large

number of possible facility and site combinations to the range of rcasonable alternatives” ( p.

S-13) is entitled “proliferation concerns due to transportation of materials.” It is applied in

such a way that any alternative that involves all of campaigns 2, 3 and 4 is eliminated from

further consideration. But NEPA requires that “all reasonablc ahternatives he considered.”

Therefore, in effect the application of this criterion puts the DOE on rccord as believing thal

proliferation concerns associated with rransportation of these materials are so greaf thal a

reduction of 33 ! in the fotal amount of weapons-grade Pu io be shipped is sufficient to deem

an otherwise reasonahle alternative as unreasonable.

But there are alteenatives that would provide an even further reduction in the amount ta he

shipped:

_ Ifall three facilities were localed at Pantex, then only Campaign 1 (17 1) would be
necessary. This is a 33 t reduction from the 50 t atherwise required under any other
immobilization only option.

— Ifahybrid option were deemed essential for other reasons (e.g., achieving an agreement
with the Russians), then collocating the pit conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex would
require only Campaigns 1 and 4, which is a 33 treduction in the amount to be shipped
under any other hybrid optien.

3 Thig assumes all surplus pits and clean metal selected for disposition already ere stored at Pantex. On p. §-4 itis
stipulated that “most of the surplus pits are currently located there” (i.c., at Pantex).
25

MD188-42 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s preference for Alternatives 9 or 1(
which involve collocating pit conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex.

The location of the immobilization facility was considered in$terage

and Disposition PEISand the ROD states DOE’s strategy to immobilize

at either Hanford or SRS. Therefore, this SPD EIS does not analyz
immobilization at Pantex. Table L—6 shows the total transportation risks fo
all alternatives, including Alternatives 9 and 10. The transportation impact

42

MD188

for the preferred alternative, Alternative 3, are similar to Alternatives 9 and 104,

D

o7

SEXG_L—SGSUOdSGH pue sjuswnoog juswuwioD



Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement

“ULIBP 5495W1)
T (D& 58 - X0WE 10Ag) o3 Uaddey jsnl yomm - sreq WSH ) 01 APPIL 23 WO Fmod
|1 UOHONDal LYY WojEAmbS o) Jn]eA AT JRIf) PUIT UED | 30USPIAS OU ST 1IaL) g YSH
wonessjiord PATRIIOSST a1 JO SISEY UL UO 'H]qEBOSBAIUN JUBNdTYS WMUIXEUL Sy Bmanbar
SOATIBUIYE 2o 0} JIDISINS S SIRQ S|PPLU S1j) 0} SIeq 9 91 WOl Fuofl t suononpat
[4% Suiddmys a suwep GO ATeoryders siyl JuasaTd 01 UOjA uE e SIYD Jeq Fumo[o} ]
SHPATI 3)EINSTA M0
uoAS 0JIA SUOTIINP2I IDYLINT JE[IOTS 0 SWPEI] SIANVILISNE 350H) eI p103al
0T 2131 S1 ATjA TAT]} ‘S]QEUHOSEIIUN PAWSSP 3 0} AN BUIANE I|YVUOSEIL ISLAAIIG}O
¥ 2sne3 0y yusms st paddys 5 03 JUNOWE NG UL} £E JO WONINPAL ¥ YU} 1maas
08 ST S{EIIAIRI dsoy) Jo JUOTWATYS YU POYFIAOSSE SUIIITOD uonelapiiond § Ammmng o

L1 402¢€ 39vd
¥3aIN\ Y390y

NOISSININOD) SIJINIIS TVHINIS

3-812



€T18—¢

GENERAL SeRvICES CoMMISSION
RoGER MULDER
Pace 330F 47

Weapons-grade Pu Shipped (metric
tons)

120

100

80

Weapons-grade Pu Shipped (metric tons)

Immobilization-only Option

80 -

40

20

B Maximum
BDOE Prefemed Alternative
Oimmob. Fac. at Pantex

EMaximum

EDOE Preferred Alternative

OConv. & MOX facililies at

Pantex

Maximum DOE Immaob.
Preferred Fac. at
Alternative Pantex
Hybrid Option
Maximum DOE Conv. &
Preferred MOX
Alternative facilifies at
Pantex
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Processing and handling of unincorporated weapons-grade plutonium represents a clear
departure from the historical radiological assembly/disassembly operations conducted at Pantex
Plant. Given the restrictions of law and existing regulations, the Texas Department of Health has
actively maintained limited surveiliance of the Pantex Plant boundary and at readily accessible
pre-selected moenitoring points on site. Although by ne means considered to be optimum, and
given the nature of operations involving only handling of pre-fabricated radioactive components,
this surveillance was considered to be the best achievable under the circumstances. To date, no
significant off-site radiclogical degradation of the environment has been detecled.

Any change in the nature of the mission or operations at the Pantex Plant must be
undertaken with utmost sensitivity to needs of the neighboring community in addition to
maximum attention to full compliance with published standards for protection against radiation

Texans must be assured the public health, the public safety, and the surrounding environment
will be adequately protected.

While full Nuclear Regulatory Commission licensing of the Mixed-Oxide Fuel
TFabrication Facility should be aggressively pursued, external regulatory oversight of the
Plutonium Pit Conversion Pracess is not possible under existing law, nor is legislation to
empower external regulation of Department ol Energy Special Nuclear Materials operations
likely to occur in the foresceable future. There is, however, a discrete step in the pit conversion
process, when Special Nuclear Material is removed from the pit shell and changed from its
¢lassified shape, that the Department of Energy should explore as a candidate for external
oversight. This step in the process roughly coincides with the point of pulential workplace and
environmental radiological contaminant generation. The succeeding steps in the process should
nol by nature be precluded from external review. Cocperative activities undertaken by the
Department of Energy over the past decade serve o indicate thal independent external oversight
can oceur within national security constraints. The activities of the Defense Nuclear Facility
Safety Board, Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, and of states hosting Department of Energy Facilities have produced some
measure of compliance with accepted industry practice and published regulatory standards.
Independent external oversight is clearly teasible, and would be in the best interest of the
Department of Energy, the State of Texas, and the Nation. Should the Department of Energy
decide to site the Mixed Oxide Fuel fabrication facility, the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility, or both facilities at Pantex Plant, active state participation in the review of facility

43

MD188-43 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s environmental and health-relate
concerns. This SPD EIS was prepared to provide a comprehensiy
description of proposed actions and alternatives and their potentig
environmental impacts. DOE believes that all activities that are part of th
proposed action and alternatives are analyzed adequately in this EIS. EH
of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be subjec
to some form of independent oversight. The pit conversion and
immobilization facilities would likely be subject to review by DNFSB, and

the MOX facility would be under the purview of NRC. As discussed in
Section 2.4, it is likely that the United States would voluntarily offer to
have the proposed facilities placed under international safeguards. Howev:
the process of implementing international safeguards is not as yet full
defined. That process is part of ongoing sensitive negotiations between t
United States and Russia.

As discussed in Chapter 5, DOE (or DCS) would have to obtain new o
modified applicable State or Federal permits or licenses for constructio
and operation.

Based on the decisions made in the SPD EIS ROD, site emergency managen
programs would be modified to consider new accidents not in the currer]
program. Similarly, as discussed in Appendix L.3.2, the Transportatior]
Safeguards Division has established emergency plans and procedures {
would be invoked whenever special nuclear materials are being shipped.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comments

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
Industrial & Hazardous Waste Division
12118 N. IH 35, Building D
Austin, Texas 78711
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile Materials

Disposition

July 1998

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission Comments

Plutonium disposition includes three (3) processes: pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX fuel
fabrication. Four (4) candidate sites are considered for plutonium disposition in the EIS, including
Hantord, INEEL, Punlex, and SRS. Paniex is the preferred sile for pit conversion. SRS is the
preferred site for immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication. The following eomments are predicated
on the assumption that immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication will indeed occur at a location
other than Pantex, in accardance with the preferred altematives outlined in Sections 1.6 and 2.4.2.1
of the FIS.

L.

[

The volume of hazardous wastes is not included in Table 24, Summary of Impacts of
Construction and Operation of Surplus Plutonium Disposition [Facilities by Alternative aned
Site.

A typographic error ocours on page 3-110; TWRCC should be TNRCC.  Another
typographic error occurs in Section 3.4.7.2.1, page 3-114; Texas Development Board should
be the Texas Water Development Board.

Drinking water should be examined as a possible route of exposure for radiological impacts,

We concut with DOL’s appraisal that the Pantex Plant Federal Facility Compliance Act
Compliance Plan/Agreed Order (FFCA) will have to be modified to accommaodate the new
TRU and LLW mixed waste streams. The Hazardous Waste Permil will alse have to be
medified to accommodate the new hazardous waste streams. Please clarify whether wastes
generated during decontamination of the disposition facilities will be considered new waste
streams. We assume that DOE will provide a detailed lists of waste componemnts when the
modifications are submitted to the TNRCC for approval. We recommend that DOE not
commingle TRU and LLW wastes with their corresponding mixed waste streams.

The LIS states that the plutonium polishing process will cither be attached to the plutonium
conversion process or the MOX fuel fabrication process (Appendix N, page N-1). We prefer
that DOE cullocate the aqueous plutonium polishing process with the MOX fuel fabrication
facilitics. We understand that MOX fiigl fabrication will occur at SRS, ralher thun at Pantex.

44
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MD188-44

Table 2-4 was revised to include hazardous waste volumes for each (
the alternatives.

Waste Management

MD188-45 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the feedback on typographical errg
in the SPD Draft EIS. The errors cited have been corrected.

MD188-46 Human Health Risk

If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities were located af]
Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the surrounding public fro
normal operations would result via radiological emission deposition on
agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway). This dose (abouf
0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose that would b
incurred annually from natural background radiation. There would be nd
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either
from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne contaminants into
small water bodies or from potential wastewater releases. Therefore, it i
estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would b
attributable to liquid pathways.

MD188-47 Waste Management

Neither the SPD Draft EIS nor this SPD EIS states that the Pantex FFC/
Agreement Compliance Plan/Agreed Order would have to be modified td
accommodate new TRU waste and mixed LLW. Although wastes would b¢
managed in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, agreements, DQ
orders, and permits, it is premature at this time to determine whether th
FFCA Agreement Compliance Plan/Agreed Order would have to
be modified.

D&D is discussed in Section 4.31. DOE will evaluate options for D&D or

reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations,
environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the consequend

of different courses of action, including projected waste generation quantitieg.
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[oN

DOE continues to work hard to minimize the generation of mixed wastes, an
therefore will segregate the LLW and TRU waste from LLW and mixed TRU
waste generated by the proposed facilities when feasible.

MD188-48 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for collocating the
plutonium-polishing facility with the MOX facility at SRS. On the basis of

public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performgd
as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing
as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity remova|
from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the
SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the impagts
sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 odlume 1.
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with
plutonium polishing.

Sexa| —sasuodsay pue SusWnNIog JUBUWLWoD



0¢8—-¢

GENERAL SERVICES COMMISSION
RoGER MULDER
Pace 400F 47

I would be helpful if the EIS consistently acknowledged that TRU waste also includes mixed
(hazardous) TRU waste. The mixed TRU wasle component is often referred to as a footnote
{c-u., the tables in Chapter 4) ot not acknowledged at all (e.g., Appendix N). Lo contrast,
mixed LLW is consistently presented as a separatc waste catcgory.

Pleasc spocify what wastes will he generated during pit bisection process (Section 2.4.1.2)
and how DOE anticipates these wastes will be managed, e.g., recycled, treated and slored,
efe.

Shipping routes to Pantex and from Pantex to SRS should be incorporated into the EIS unless
this is considered a security issue and randem routes will be used.

The risk characterization states that the Advanced Recovery and Imegrated Lxiraction
System{ARIES) facility will be licensed by the Department of Energy(DOE) and overseen
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board(DNFSB). Dcfine what is meant by
“overseen”.

Have considerations been made for ongoing radiologic public health surveillance and
cnvironmental assessments throughoul the life of the project?

On puge 1-23, volume II of the SPD draft EIS, a calculational assumption was made stating
that “ground surfaces, at Pamtex, were assumed to have no previous deposition of
radionuclides™. Since data from ongaing projects at Pantex indicate that there has been
previous deposition of radionuclides (e.g. survey data from Firing Site 5 residing in the
Radioactive Material Licensing Section), please explain how that assumption was made

Will this have any effect on the modeling results for exposures to members of the public?

Page 8-35 of the SPD EIS summary states that the number of latent cancer fatalities in the
general pepulation from Pantex site operations would be expected to increase from 55x10E-
5 to 3x10E-1 if the proposcd SPD facilities were localed there. Clarify this large increase
in the number of fatal cancers due to SPD facility operations.

There is tio indication that the non-radivactive or hazardous air quality impacts will be
significantly different from the current operation at Paniex. Hazardous air pollutant
emissions from pit disassembly and conversion process and/or from mixed oxide fabrication
pracess will be minimal. Sources of potential air quality impacts will inchude craissions from
fue]- burning construction equipment, soil distrbance by construction equipment and cther
vehicles, the operation of a concrete batch plant, trucks moving materials and wastes, and
employes vehicles. According to the EIS, air quality impacts during construction would e
mitigated by applying, as appropriate, standard dust control practices such as watering or
sweeping of roads and watering of exposed areas. This will control the potential increuse in
the PM10 emissions dug Lo construction activities.

49
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MD188-49
Appendix Hwas revised to clarify that TRU waste includes mixed TRU waste

Waste Management

MD188-50

Information on waste generated by specific pit disassembly and conversio|
processes is summarized in Appendix H and is available in detail in th
supporting data reports, such as BieDisassembly and Conversion
Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report—Hanford
(LA-UR-97-2907, June 1998). These supporting reports state that LLW
and TRU waste would be generated by the pit bisection process. Thes
wastes would be managed along with the other LLW and TRU waste a
described in the Waste Management sections of Chapter dlai¥ | and
Appendix H. Supporting reports are available in the public reading room{
at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

Waste Management

MD188-51

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commerci
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which route
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans g
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta¢ Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and
Hazardous Wast@DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and tkélPP Disposal
Phase Final Supplemental E(BOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).
The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detaile
planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates an(
times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nucled
materials are classified information; however, the number of shipmentd
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS
Additional details are provided FRissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation EstimatiAND98-8244, June 1998), which

is available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

Transportation
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MD188-52 DOE Policy

In this SPD EIS, the ARIES facility is referred to as the pit conversion facility.
It is not correct to state that the pit conversion facility would be licensed by
DOE because DOE does not issue licenses. However, DOE would
responsible for the safe operation of this facility. Before the proposed facility
could begin operations, a safety analysis report would have to be prepar
and an operational readiness review would likely be conducted; this is similg
to the NRC licensing process. DNFSB would then periodically review DOE
operations and report to the U.S. Congress and the Secretary of Energy
the safety of these operations. In this way, DNFSB oversees DOE operatio
at nuclear facilities.

MD188-53 DOE Policy

Each year DOE prepares a separate environmental report for each site W
significant environmental activities. Each report provides a comprehensiv|
summary of the site’s environmental program activities. The sites for whick
annual reports are prepared include all those evaluated in this SPD El
Included in each report are discussions of the site’s radiological surveillang
programs and the results of environmental assessments. These repo
which are distributed to relevant external regulatory agencies and othg
interested organizations or individuals, would continue to be prepare
throughout the life of the surplus plutonium disposition program. In addition
to these annual assessments, health effects studies would continue to
conducted to evaluate the health of the public in the vicinity of the siteg
and of workers at the sites. These studies are discussed in Chapte
(Volume 1) of this EIS and in Appendix M of ti&torage and Disposition

PEIS It is anticipated that these health studies would also continug
throughout the life of the program.

MD188-54 Human Health Risk

The calculations in this SPD EIS were performed to assess the doses frg
operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The
presence on the ground of previously deposited radionuclides does n
affect the doses specifically associated with operating the propose

facilities. Doses from existing ground contamination are included in the
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Sinec no increase in the hazardous air pollutant emissions are expected from the pit
disassembly and conversion process and/or from mixed exide fuel fabrication activity, none
of the alternatives proposed for Pantex in the surplus plutonium disposition EIS would create
a significant change in the non-radioactive air quality at Pantex. TNRCC would revisit the
proposed impacts of facility operations and emissions and conduct a detailed technical
review should DOE submil a permit application for a plutonium dispesition facility.

In general, the predicted non-radiological air emissions at Pantex ,which are proposed in the
PuFTS, are not expecled (o diller signilicantly from existing operations at the facility.
However, there arc scveral issues which need to be addressed in the Final PuFIS. The draft
PuEIS provides predicted short-term(1-hour or 24-hour average) maximum concentrations
lor “Hazardous and Other Toxic Compounds.” While concentrations are predicted to be less
than the |-hour Effects Screening T.evels (FSLs), the predicled 24-hour concentration are
estimated to exceed the 24-hour ESLs for benzenc and hydrogen chloride. While these
exceedances of short-tetm ESLs are not expected to result in adverse cffects, information was
not available regarding annual {long-lerm) predictsd concentrations. While the short-term
ESLs for benzene and hydrogen chloride were established o protect the general public from
acute adverse effects, it is also necessary to evaluate the annval predicted impacts for these
compounds,  For compounds such as benzene, a known human earcinogen, it is important
to evaluate predicted impacts with respect to long-term or annual exposures. Tor hydrogen
chloride, the annual EST. was derived to prevent corrosion ol protect. For compounds such
as these and depending on the specific circumstances, the technical review may focus largely
on long-lerm exposure.

56

Pantex site doses reported in Section 3.4.4. The total doses from existin
contamination and from operating the proposed facilities are reflected in th
cumulative doses given in Section 4.32.

MD188-55 Human Health Risk

The increase in the number of LCFs from 10 years of operating the propose@

surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex is the difference in the

two numbers cited by the commentor, i.e., 0.003 minus 0.000055, which=:

equals about 0.00295. This amounts to an increase of about 1 chance
340 of an LCF in the total population within 80 km (50 mi) from 10 years
of operation.

MD188-56

For the purpose of this SPD EIS, toxic air pollutant concentrations werd
compared with the Texas effects screening levels which are based g
short-term (1-hr) and long-term concentrations. The concentrationg
compared with the long-term effects screening levels in the SPD Draft EIS
were 24-hr values. The concentrations compared with the long-term effec
screening levels were changed to an annual average value, which is consist
with current TNRCC guidance. The exposure to benzene is analyzed in th
Human Health Risk sections of Chapter 4 aflime Ifor each of the hybrid
alternatives (e.g., see Section 4.3.1.4). No emissions of hydrogen chlorid
to the atmosphere are expected from construction and operation of the
conversion or MOX facility.

Air Quality and Noise
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Comments
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Review of Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envir tal Impact Stat t

My review focused on the site description and on alternative 9A.

1.

Seclion 3.4.2.6 Nenhazardous Waste
Page 3-96, paragraph 3, lincs 3-4, “ A proposed upgradc to the sanitary wastewater
treatment system would ensure that effluent limitations are met.”

The DEIS should address whether the proposed upgrade will in fact tack place, or the
odds that it will noi take pluce, the likelihood that effluent limitations will not be met if
the upgrade does not take place or has o dalayed schedule, and the impact on water
quality if the proposed upgrade does nett take place or has a delayed schedule, Table on
page 4-219 implies that discharge will increase by about 10 percent; is this correct? Is the
upgrade for ensuring compliance with ¢xisting discharge or with the L0 percent increase
in discharge? Why 1s the upgrade needed if the wastewater treatment plant is only
operating at 35 to 50 percent of capacity, and only expects an increase of 5 percent (page
4-221)?

The text should identify the number and frequency of occurrences when the discharge
permils ure exceeded under the present operations.

The pathway for contaminant migration through Playa 1 to the perched ground water has
in the past been a eritical one for ground water contamination ar the site so the DEIS
needs to thoroughly address implications such as the one raised in the preceding
comment.

Section 3.4.6.1 (General Site Description
Page 3-108, paragraph 3, lines 1-2, “The Ogallala Formation of Tertiary age consists of
Nuvial sands and gravels as well as eolian sands and silts.”

The designation of the Ogallala as fluvial and eolian is a little simple and overlooks

extensive geologic studies done in support of Pantex Plant operations (e.g., Gustavson, 1.

C., 1996, Bureau of Economic Geology Report of Investigations No. 235). Gustavson
(1956) stated that the Ogallala includes basal fluvial facies and that paleovalley-fill facies
of heterogeneous gravel and sand ¢hatnel deposits and sand and clay overbank deposits
are interbedded with eolian sediments.

Section 3.4.6.1 General Site Description

Page 3-110, paragraph 1 on playa hydmlogy

Text on lines 2-3 overlook the fact that the playas can be dry beeause infiltration rate
exceeds water inflow rate and thus perpetuates the myth that playa basins are evaporation
ponds.

Section 3.4.6.1 General Site Description

Page 3-110, paragraph 2 on Playa 1 water inflow

Text states inflow of 946,000 L/day, which is equivalent to ~345,000 cubic meters per
vear (CMY). This is only 72 percent of the 473,000 CMY cited in table 3-28 as
generation rate of nonhazardous liquid wastc. What is the difference between these
nurmbers? 1s 128,000 CMY of liguid waste discharge elsewhere than Playa 1 (Text on
page 3-96, paragraph 3, states sewage und industrial wastewater are dischurged only to
Playa 1)?

57
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MD188-57

The Pantex Wastewater Treatment Facility upgrades described in Chaptel
of Volume Iwould occur regardless of the proposed discharges from the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. These upgrades are need
due to the age of the facilities, changing regulations, and problems with
compliance, and are not related to the capacity of the facility. ARIBA,
Environmental Assessment for Wastewater Treatment Capability Upgradd
Project No. 96-D-122DOE/EA-1190, April 1999), for the treatment plant
upgrade was completed in April 1999. If necessary, wastewaters woul
undergo treatment within the proposed facilities to meet influent requirement
of the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Section 3.4.2.6 was revised to updajé&
the status of the treatment facility upgrade. As described in the EA, th
upgraded and expanded facility would no longer discharge effluent to Playa
Instead, effluents would be stored and used to irrigate crops grown on
site in cooperation with the Texas Tech University Research Farm. The was
management impacts table in Section 4.17.2.2 indicates that the 5300 m
(66,708 ydyr) of liquid nonhazardous waste generation would be 5 percen
of the existing capacity of the Wastewater Treatment Facility. This additional
wastewater would increase the 473,12f/m(618,848 yélyr) of current
discharges to the Wastewater Treatment Facility by approximately 11 perc
Section 3.4.7.1.1 describes the December 2, 1997, Administrative Order issu
by EPA regarding the Pantex Plant NPDES Permit. This section notes tha
comprehensive corrective action plan was developed. Corrective actio
include upgrade of the Wastewater Treatment Facility, soil stabilization an
erosion control, and operational, maintenance, and monitoring program
maodification. The engineering solutions are scheduled for completion in 2003.

Waste Management
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MD188-58
Section 3.4.6.1 was revised to include the description provided.

Geology and Soils

MD188-59

Section 3.4.7.1.1 was revised to incorporate the concept that playas may
become dry because the infiltration rate can exceed the water inflow ratg.

Geology and Soils
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MD188-60 Waste Management

The rate that wastewater enters the Wastewater Treatment Facility is differe
from the rate at which treated water is discharged from the facility due t

evaporative losses, losses through the liner of the lagoon, and water thaf i

retained in the moist sludge from the treatment plant.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-57.
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Text on page 4-221 states that the wastewater treatment plant capacity is 2.6 million
I./day. Is that correct? Given the number of 0.9 million L/day (page 3-110) for inflow to
Playa 1, and assumption that all Playa 1 inflow is from the treatment plant, then the plant
presently must be operating at ~35 percent of capacity. Is this correet? Or is the trcatment
plant operating at 50 percent capacity (using table 3-28 number on generation rate instead
of Playa 1 inflow rate)?

Section 3.4.6.1 General Sitc Deseription

Page 3-113, paragraph 5 * depth to the Ogallala groundwater aquifer varies from....... .
This flow direction.....”

This section is poorly written and should be rewritten to demonstrate that the DOFE
understands groundwater hydrology at the site. First, the word ‘aquifer’ in Ogallala
groundwater aquifer is redundant and confusing; is the reference to the water lable or to
formation structure. Secand, the “flow direction” is not stated; the word ‘this’ starting the
next sentenice has no antecedent. Third, the apparent comparison of the water table dip to
the ‘regional northwest-to-southeast trend (?) of the remaining portion of the Southern
High Plains’ does not make sense.

Section 3.4.6.1 General Sitc Description

Page 3-113, paragraph 6 “ extent, thickness, and hydraulic charactetisties of {the Dockum
Group) have not been established™

Statemenr. is vague or inaccurate. For a regional study that includes the Pantex Plant and a
list of older references refer to Dutton, A. R., and Simpkins, W. W_, 1986,
Hydrogeochemistry and Water Resources of the Triassic Lower Dockum Group in the
Texas Panhandle and Eastern New Mexico, Burcan of Economic Geology Repert of

Investigations Na. 161.

Section 4.17.2.2 Waste Management . .

Page 4-219, paragraph 4, Nonhazardous liquid waste generation is expected 10 iherease
by 5 percent of treaument plant capacity

Sece comments no. 1 and no. 4 above.

Whether 4 § percent increase in wastewater gencration has an impact on groundwater or
surface water quality has not been addressed. See comment no. 1 above regarding the
need for analysis of past experience in meeting or violating liquid waste discharge
permits. Should one assume thal the rate of violation will increase by 5 percent? Would
that have a major impact? Is the issuc here the impact on the teatment system or on
surface water and ground water quality? What impact would a § percent increase in
waslewater generation have on water quality in Playa 1 and in ground water? Would that
be a minsr impact or a major impact? Is a minor impact on the treatment system or water
quality acceptable?

Regardless of whether this is addressed in the Storage and Disposition Final PEIS (DOE
19964}, this needs 1o be addressed here.

Section 4.17.2.2 Waste Management

Pagc 4-324, paragraph 1, lines 3-5 i

It is not acceptable to refer to the Storage and Disposition Final PEIS (DOE 1996a:3-498)
with the statement that wastewater discharge would have no impact. This finding needs lo
be argued here. A similar comment on an unrelated matter was raised at public hearing in
Amarillo August 11 by a member of the public.
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MD188-61

As discussed in Section 3.4.2, the capacity of the Wastewater Treatme
Facility is approximately 946,250%yr (1,237,700 yélyr), with current
wastewater discharges to the facility of approximately 473,FAf m
(618,848 yelyr). Therefore, current use is approximately 50 percent of capacity,

Waste Management

MD188-62

Section 3.4.7.2.1 was revised to incorporate corrections based on th
commentor’s observations.

Water Resources

MD188-63

Information on the Triassic Dockum Group found in Section 3.4.7.2.1 wa{
taken from the information on Pantex providedEnvironmental
Information Document: The Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant
and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components EIS
(ES:96:0156, September 1996). The particular reference in this SPD El
to the Triassic Dockum Group underlying the Ogallala aquifer was taker]
from Hydrogeology and Hydrochemistry of the Ogallala Aquifer,
Southern High Plains, Texas Panhandle and Eastern New M@egas
Bureau of Economic Geology Report of Investigation No. 177, 1988) and
Natural Phenomena Hazards Assessment for the Pantex Plant, Amarillg
Texas(Jacobs Engineering Group, Contract 05-G010-S-91-0211, Task 35
October 1993). However, the referenced report given by the commentd
was reviewed, and Section 3.4.7.2.1 was revised.

Water Resources

MD188-64
The Waste Management sections of Chapter 4adtirke Idescribe impacts

Waste Management

to the waste management infrastructure. Impacts on water resourcegs

(including surface water and groundwater) are discussed in the Watg
Resources portions of Section 4.26.

Section 3.4.7.1 was revised to reflect the status of the Pantex sanita
Wastewater Treatment Facility upgrade. As described in that section
beginning in 2003, the Wastewater Treatment Facility will no longer
discharge effluents to Playa 1. Effluents will be used to irrigate crops grow
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Section 4.17.2.2 Waste Management

Page 4-324, paragraph 3

28 million L/yr of additional groundwater withdrawal is 4.5 percent of 1995 production
rate (617 million L/yr [page 3-113]). Where does the number on 23 percent of
groundwater capacity come from?

It is not acceptable to refer to the Storage and Disposition Final PEIS (DOE 1996a:4-686
to 4-687) with the statement that groundwater demand would have no impact. This
finding needs to be argued here. Groundwater levels are declining because withdrawal
exceeds recharge. Does the DOE assume that the Panhandle Groundwater Conservation
District No. 3 will allow Pantex to exceed 1993 production rates? Is this assumption valid
or founded on discussion with the District? The same comment applies to the statement
on impact from operations in section 4.26,3.2.2. i

Section 4.32.3.3 Waste Management

Page 4-401, Table 4-280

Table gives 15 yr production of 554,900 cubic meters of liquid nonhazardous waste. This
averages ~37,000 CMY. Table 4-157 gave a number of 50,000 CMY for operations
liquid waste generation. How has the savings of 13,000 CMY or 195,000 cubic meters
during 15 years been achieved? If Table 4-280 understates waste generation rate by 35
percent, what impact does that have on the findings?

65
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on the site in cooperation with the Texas Tech University Research Farm.
Therefore, beginning in 2003, effluents from Pantex facilities will no longer
impact the surface waters of Playa 1.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-57.

MD188-65 Infrastructure

Note that page 4-324 of the SPD Draft EIS is part of Section 4.26.3.2.1, Watgr
Resources, and not part of Section 4.17.2.2, Waste Management. This SPD KIS
references th&torage and Disposition PEFSr impacts on groundwater
quality, but does not rely on that EIS for impacts on groundwater capacity.
The percentage cited in this SPD EIS is calculated from the addition of thg
construction-related water demand plus current usage divided by the sife
groundwater supply production capacity. Both the current usage and sije
capacity figures are cited in Table 3—-36. Section 3.4.7.2.1 was revised f¢r
clarity and updated; it now better describes the relationship between tHe
Panhandle Groundwater District 3 and groundwater use at Pantex.

MD188-66 Waste Management

Section 4.32.3.3 describes waste generated during both construction a
operations. The total presented in the Cumulative Impacts section cann
simply be divided by 15 to determine the annual waste generation rate f
each alternative. During construction of the pit conversion and MOX
facilities at Pantex, 25,000°n(32,700 y@) of liquid nonhazardous waste
would be generated annually, for a total of 75,00(®8)100 yd) over the
3-year construction period. During operation of the pit conversion and
MOX facilities at Pantex, 51,000°n(66,708 yd) of liquid nonhazardous
waste would be generated annually, for a total of 510,00861,080 yé)

over the 10-year operating period. Thus, if both the pit conversion an
MOX facilities were at Pantex, a revised maximum total of about 590,000 m
(771,720 yé&) over the combined construction and operating period would
be expected.
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